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Key  Points 


In  the  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement /Environmental  Impact  Report  (Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR),  Chapter  5 
presented  an  overview  of  the  baseline  environmental  conditions  within  the  airport 
and  surrounding  communities.  In  this  chapter  of  the  Supplemental  Draft 
Em'ironmental  Impact  Statement/ Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (Supplemental 
DEIS/  FEIR),  the  analysis  of  baseline  conditions  was  expanded  to  include  analyses  of 
the  current  environmental  conditions  that  were  presented  in  the  1998  Annual  Updated 
This  chapter  also  includes  a  description  of  historic  properties  emd  parklands  within 
the  Project  impact  area  (this  material  was  previously  contained  in  Chapter  8  of  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR)  to  support  the  analysis  of  potential  impacts  under 
Section  4(f)  of  the  Department  of  Transportation  Act,  and  under  Section  106  of  the 
National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended. 

This  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  adds  to  the  analysis  included  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  by  including  1998  Existing  Conditions  in  comparison  to  1993  Historic 
Modeled  Conditions.  The  1998  Existing  Conditions  are  based  on  the  findings  of  the 
Logan  Airport  1998  Annual  Update^  to  the  Logan  Airport  1994/1995  Generic  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (GEIR)3. 


■  Winthrop  and  East  Boston  are  most  affected  by  noise  exposure  from  Logan 
operations,  with  significant  numbers  of  residents  experiencing  noise  greater  than 
70  decibel  (dB)  Day-Night  Sound  Level  (DNL),  and  some  experiencing  it  at  levels 
above  75  dB  DNL.  South  Boston  and  Revere  are  generally  next  most  affected. 
Exposures  at  these  highest  noise  levels  support  the  continuing  need  to  improve 
compliance  with  PRAS  goals  that  attempt  to  reduce  exposure  in  the  most  highly 
exposed  areas  without  significantly  increasing  the  exposure  above  65  dB  DNL  in 
other  areas. 

■  Nighttime  noise  levels  determined  from  Time- Above  calculations  for  both  the 
1993  modeled  historic  and  the  1998  actual  operations  indicate  that  the  most 
affected  areas  are  Loring  Road  near  Court,  Somerset  and  Johnson,  and  Bay  View 


Boston  Logan  International  Airport.  1998  Annual  Update.  October  ,1999. 
Ibid. 

The  Logan  Airport  Generic  Environmental  Impact  Report  is  now  known  as  the  Environmental  Status  and  Planning  Report 
(ESPR).  The  1999  ESPR  was  filed  with  the  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs,  MEPA  Office  on  December  15, 2000. 
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and  Grand  View,  all  in  Winthrop,  and  Bayswater  and  Nancia  Roads  and  the  East 
Boston  Yacht  Club  in  East  Boston.  These  same  sites  also  experience  some  of  the 
highest  DNL  values  of  any  locations  around  Logan. 

■  When  comparing  the  noise-exposed  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise 
contours  for  the  1993  and  1998  scenarios,  overall  the  1993  historic  modeled 
scenario  includes  approximately  34,400  people,  while  the  1998  actual  condition 
includes  23,300  people.  Almost  all  of  this  difference  occurs  northwest  of  Logan  in 
East  Boston  and  Chelsea.  It  is  attributable  to  a  variety  of  factors  including  1993s 
use  of  10  years  of  weather  data  and  modeled,  rather  than  actual,  air  traffic 
conditions,  and  a  higher  percentage  of  Stage  3  compliant  aircraft. 

■  Noise  exposure  from  aircraft  taxi  operations  is  significantly  less  than  that  for  in- 
fUght  operations,  especially  during  conditions  of  average  sound  propagation. 
However,  for  maximum  propagation  the  ground  taxi  DNL  is  close  enough  to  that 
for  in-flight  noise  that  it  can  add  1  to  2  dB  to  the  closest  receptors.  The  highest 
ground  taxi  noise  appears  to  be  at  the  three  receptors  around  the  northeast  comer  of 
the  airport  which  are  exposed  to  the  noise  from  aircraft  taxiing  to  take  off  on 
Runways  22L  and  22R  and  to  return  to  the  terminals  after  landing  on  4L  and  4R. 
The  areas  are:  Loring  Road  near  Court,  Winthrop,  and  Bayswater  and  Shawsheen 
Roads  and  the  East  Boston  Yacht  Club,  both  in  East  Boston. 

Air  Quality/Odors 

■  Measured  air  quality  at  Logan  is  within  national  and  state  ambient  air  quality 
standards.  The  Boston  metropolitan  area  has  experienced  past  violations  that 
caused  this  area  to  be  designated  nonattainment  for  ozone. 

■  As  documented  in  the  1998  Annual  Update  ground  service  equipment  (GSE) 
constitute  the  largest  source  of  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  emissions,  representing  over 
43  percent  of  the  Logan  total.  However,  Massport  and  several  major  air  carriers  at 
Logan  are  imdertaking  programs  to  convert  GSE  to  alternative  fuels  where  feasible. 
Aircraft  closely  foUow  at  approximately  42  percent.  Airport-related  motor  vehicles 
are  the  third  largest  source,  and  other  sources  have  a  nearly  negligible  contribution. 

■  As  in  the  1993  historic  modeled  inventory,  in  1998  aircraft  emitted  the  largest 
portion  (80  percent)  of  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx).  GSE  are  responsible  for  about 
10  percent,  while  motor  vehicles  and  other  sources  each  emit  almost  5  percent  of 
the  total. 

■  In  1998,  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs)  emitted  by  aircraft  constitute  around 
58  percent  of  the  total,  followed  by  GSE  at  roughly  18  percent.  The  remainder  is 
divided  between  motor  vehicles  (11  percent)  and  other  sources  (13  percent). 
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Drainage  and  Water  Quality 

■  The  Preferred  Alternative  would  be  constructed  in  an  area  served  by  an  existing 
stormv^ater  collection  and  treatment  system.  Existing  airfield  stormwater  runoff 
was  found  to  be  generally  uncontaminated. 

Soils 

■  The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  identified  a  potential  need  to  remove  up  to 
approximately  240,000  cubic  yards  of  soil  material  stockpiled  on  Governors  Island 
for  construction  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  (Alternatives  1  and  lA).  Since 
circulation  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  portions  of  the  Governors  Island 
soil  stockpile  were  moved  to  the  Town  of  Middleton's  landfill,  in  response  to  a 
request  from  the  court-appointed  receiver  for  the  landfill  closure.  As  a  result,  there 
no  longer  will  be  a  need  to  remove  any  of  the  Governors  Island  soU  stockpile  for 
construction  of  Runway  14/32. 

■  Other  soil  materials  which  may  need  to  be  excavated  for  taxiway  and  runway 
construction  can  be  handled  with  conventional  soil  management  procedures. 

Habitat 

■  The  Preferred  AltemaHve  is  located  in  upland  areas  of  the  airfield  which  are 
generally  vegetated  by  common  grassland  species.  No  portion  of  the  Project  is 
proposed  within  wetland  resource  areas. 

Endangered  and  Threatened  Species 

■  The  upland  sandpiper,  a  State-listed  endangered  species,  has  been  observed  on 
portions  of  the  airfield  to  be  used  for  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Coastal  Zone  Management  Consistency 

■  In  accordance  with  state  and  federal  regulations,  construction  projects  within  the 
Coastal  Zone  must  be  consistent  with  the  policies  and  principles  established  for 
these  areas  by  the  Massachusetts  Office  of  Coastal  Zone  Management  (MCZM). 
Discussion  of  the  consistency  criteria  is  included  in  Chapter  6,  Environmental 
Consequences. 

Parklands  and  Historic  Resources 

■  Cultural  resources  including  historic  resources  and  parklands  which  are  regulated 
under  Section  4(f)  of  the  Department  of  Transportation  Act,  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  ("Section  106"),  and  by  state  regulations  concerning  historic 
properties  are  not  impacted  by  the  Preferred  Alternative.  As  specified  in  the 
May  7, 1999  EOEA  Certificate,  parklands  addressed  include  the  Boston  Harbor 
Islands,  Arnold  Arboretum,  Franklin  Park,  and  the  Emerald  Necklace. 
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Other 

■    The  Preferred  Alternative  is  located  on  an  existing  airfield  and  does  not  alter 

existing  land  use  patterns.  Likewise,  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  not  affect  light 
emissions,  floodplain,  wild  and  scenic  rivers,  economic  issues,  farmland,  energy 
supply,  design  and  architecture  or  energy  supply. 


5.1  Introduction 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  directive'*  which  implements  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  identifies  categories  of  impact  that  are 
typically  analyzed  in  em  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS).  The  directive  also 
indicates  that  analyses  should  be  focused  on  areas  in  which  impacts  are  likely,  rather 
than  areas  where  no  impact  or  nominal  impact  is  anticipated.  Similarly,  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA)  scope  for  the  Logan  Airside 
Improvements  Planning  Project  (Airside  Project)  also  focuses  the  environmental 
analysis  on  specific  areas  of  potential  impact.  Chapter  5  describes  environmental 
resources  that  may  be  affected  by  the  Airside  Project  alternatives  under 
consideration.  Chapter  6,  Environmental  Consequences,  presents  an  assessment  of 
impacts  of  the  Airside  Project  alternatives  for  both  the  construction  and  operations 
phases,  while  potential  cumulative  impacts  are  evaluated  in  Chapter  7. 

5.1.1        Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  Studies  and  Analyses 

Additional  studies  and  analyses  conducted  for  this  chapter  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  are  summarized  below: 

■  This  chapter  describes  noise  conditions  in  the  vicinity  of  Logan.  It  differs  from  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  in  that  it  reports  on  the  noise  from  a  new 
operational  scenario,  the  actual  activity  occurring  in  1998  (as  reported  in  the  Logan 
Airport  1998  Annual  Update). 

■  The  noise  analysis  contains  additional  data  in  response  to  the  Secretary  of 
Environmental  Affairs  (EOEA)  May  7, 1999  Certificate  which  requested  Massport 
to  extend  the  outer  limits  of  its  DNL  and  population  analyses  to  the  60  dB  DNL 
contour. 

■  A  broader  description  is  provided  of  cultural  resources  including  historic 
resources  and  parklands  which  are  regulated  under  Section  4(f)  of  the  Department 
of  Transportation  Act,  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  ("Section  106"),  and 
by  state  regulations  concerning  historic  properties.  As  specified  in  the  EOEA 
Certificate,  parklands  addressed  include  the  Boston  Harbor  Islands,  Arnold 
Arboretum,  Franklin  Park,  and  the  Emerald  Necklace. 


FM  Environmental  Handbook,  Order  5050 .4A,  October  8, 1985. 
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5.1.2  Affected  Resources 

As  outlined  in  the  EOEA  Certificate^  on  the  Airside  Improvements  Plartning  Project 
(Airside  Project)  Draft  EIS/EIR,  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  is  required  to  address 
the  following  categories  of  operational  impacts:  noise,  air  quality,  and  odor.  This 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  addresses  those  categories  of  operational  impacts  and  also 
addresses  impacts  of  more  limited  duration  associated  with  construction  of  the 
alternatives,  such  as  construchon  traffic.  On-airport  issues  to  be  addressed  by  this 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  consist  of  wetlands  and  vegetation,  wildlife,  water  quality, 
soils  management  and  relocation  impacts  to  the  South  Cargo  area  of  the  airport. 
During  the  construction  period,  airport  operations  may  also  be  affected.  Background 
information  provided  in  this  chapter  is  used  for  detailed  analysis  of  potential  impacts 
presented  in  Chapter  6,  Environmental  Consequences,  and  summarized  in  Chapter  8, 
Preferred  Alternative  and  Mitigation. 

Due  to  the  nature  and  location  of  the  proposed  Airside  Project  alternatives,  there  are 
several  categories  of  resources  that  wUl  not  receive  impacts,  or  would  receive 
insignificant  impacts.  These  are  farmland,  floodplains,  wild  and  scenic  rivers,  light 
emissions  and  energy  supply.  There  are  no  parklands,  cultural  resources,  farmlands,  or 
wild  and  scenic  rivers  on  the  airfield  site;  and  no  construchon  would  occur  in  regulated 
floodplain  areas.  The  Lighting  for  proposed  Runway  14/32  wiU  be  low  to  the  ground 
and  wiU  be  placed  in  accordance  with  FA  A  regulations  for  spacing  and  intensity. 
Therefore  light  emissions  were  not  considered  to  have  potential  to  create  annoyance. 
Energy  demands  of  the  various  alternatives  would  be  within  the  capacity  of  available 
energy  supply. 

Categories  in  which  impacts  may  potentially  result  have  been  identified  for  the 
Airside  Project,  and  are  discussed  in  the  following  sections. 

5.1.3  Study  Area 

Logan  Airport  occupies  approximately  2,400  acres,  700  acres  of  which  are  water, 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  East  Boston  district  of  the  City  of  Boston,  Massachusetts 
and  the  Town  of  Winthrop,  Massachusetts.  The  airport  is  surrounded  by  Boston 
Harbor  on  the  east  and  south  and  on  much  of  the  north  side  as  well.  The  East  Boston 
neighborhoods  of  Jeffries  Point,  Eagle  Hill,  Harborview,  and  Orient  Heights  are  west 
and  northwest  of  the  airport.  The  Town  of  Winthrop  is  east  and  northeast  of  the 
airport,  separated  by  the  waters  of  Boston  Harbor.  The  Downtown  Boston  Central 
Business  District  is  located  to  the  west,  and  South  Boston  is  located  to  the  southwest 
across  the  Inner  Harbor.  (See  Figure  5.1-1.) 


Secretary  of  the  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs'  on  the  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR, 
May  7, 1999.  (See  Responses  to  Comments,  Volume  4). 
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The  proposed  Airside  Project  improvements  are  located  on  the  existing  airfield  and 
do  not  alter  existing  land  use  patterns  within  the  adjacent  communities.  Under  FAA 
NEPA  guidelines,  the  compatibility  of  existing  and  planned  land  uses  in  the  vicinity 
of  an  airport  is  usually  associated  with  the  extent  of  noise  impacts  related  to  that 
airport.  Land  use  ramifications  are  also  evaluated  concurrently  with  respect  to  other 
impact  categories,  such  as  wetlands,  critical  habitat  of  endangered  and  threatened 
species,  or  the  disruption  or  relocation  of  communities. 

In  order  to  address  both  the  broad  concerns  of  surrounding  communities  and  on-site 
issues,  two  study  areas  have  been  delineated:  one  which  includes  communities 
impacted  by  airport  noise,  as  directed  by  FAA  guidelines,  and  a  second  which  consists 
of  the  Logan  airfield. 

5.1 .1 .1       Community  Study  Area 

The  community  study  area  includes  those  areas  within  the  60  dB  DNL  noise 
exposure  contour  for  airport-generated  noise.  While  both  the  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD)  and  the  FAA  define  an  annual  average 
DNL  of  65  dB  as  the  threshold  of  noise  compatibility  with  residential  land  uses,  this 
study  contains  additional  data  in  response  to  the  May  7, 1999  EOEA  Certificate 
which  requested  Massport  to  extend  the  outer  limits  of  its  DNL  and  population 
analyses  to  the  60  dB  DNL  contour.  Addihonally,  since  there  are  adverse  impacts 
foreseen  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  area,  FAA  procedures  call  for  a  general 
characterization  of  land  uses  within  the  60  dB  DNL  contour  area. 

Logan  Airport's  noise  contours  are  produced  using  an  FAA-approved  computer 
program  known  as  the  Integrated  Noise  Model,  or  INM.  The  INM  requires  detailed 
operational  information  including  factors  such  as: 

■  The  physical  runway  configuration,  the  numbers  and  types  of  aircraft  using  the 
airport, 

■  Whether  the  flights  occur  during  the  day  or  night,  and 

■  How  often  they  use  each  runway,  and  which  flight  paths  they  follow. 

Each  of  these  affects  the  noise  exposure  in  surrounding  neighborhoods.  (See  Section 
5.2  for  a  more  detailed  discussion  of  the  noise  analysis.)  The  geographic  area  of  the 
60  dB  DNL  or  greater  contours  changes  depending  on  the  year's  activity  and  the 
operational  scenarios  being  evaluated,  but  it  generally  includes  the  communities  of 
Boston  (including  downtown  Boston,  East  Boston,  South  Boston,  Dorchester, 
Roxbury,  and  the  South  End),  Winthrop,  Chelsea,  Revere,  and  Everett. 
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5.1 .1 .2      Logan  Airfield  Study  Area 

The  boundaries  of  the  Airfield  study  area  are  shown  in  Figure  5.1-2.  The  study  area 
encompasses  all  airport  taxiways  and  runways  as  well  as  the  South  Cargo  Area.  Also 
shown  for  locational  context  are  nearby  airport  facilities  such  as  passenger  terminals, 
cargo  himdling  areas,  and  other  facilities.  Additional  descriptions  of  the  airfield  site 
characteristics  are  provided  in  Section  5.5  -  Biotic  Communities  and  5.7  - 
Soils /Sediment  Characterization. 


5.1 .1 .3      Base  Year  Analysis 

This  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  includes  updated  operational  and  environmental 
analyses  of  1998  conditions  consistent  with  those  contained  in  the  Logan  Airport  1998 
Ammal  Update.^  While  the  Logan  Airport  1999  Environmental  Status  and  Planning 
Report''  published  in  December  2000  includes  updated  analyses  for  1999,  the 
differences  between  the  two  study  years  are  small.  Between  1998  and  1999, 
operations  decUned  by  2.5  percent,  primarily  due  to  a  decline  in  regional  carrier 
operations.^  The  fleet  mix  and  runway  use  varied  little,  the  shape  of  the  noise 
contours  and  the  population  impacts,  and  the  air  quality  and  other  environmental 
anedyses  also  yielded  similar  results.^  Since  the  relevant  comparison  for  evaluating 
the  proposed  Airside  Project  improvements  is  the  comparison  between  the  No 
Action  and  Preferred  Alternatives,  and  since  1998  and  1999  are  similar  in  terms  of 
passengers,  operations,  and  environmental  impacts,  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
uses  the  1998  modeling  analysis  as  a  representation  of  recent  conditions  at  Logan. 


5.2  Noise 

Chapter  5  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  presented  a  detailed  assessment  of  the 
noise-affected  environment  around  Logan  using  1993  as  the  study  year.  Both  flight 
and  ground  operations  were  modeled  in  detail  and  exposures  were  described  using  a 
variety  of  noise  metrics.  Chapter  5  of  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  intioduces  1998 
to  describe  the  affected  environment.  This  new  scenario  serves  to  update  the  Airside 
Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  by  presenting  actual  noise  exposure  data  for  1998.  The 
information  is  taken  primarily  from  the  Logan  Airport  1998  Annual  Update,  a 
document  published  annually  by  Massport  in  compliance  with  requirements  of  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act. 


6  Logan  Airport  1998  Anr^ual  Update.  October  1 5, 1 999 

7  Logar)  Airport  1999  Environmental  Status  and  Planning  Report,  December  15, 2000. 

8  A  more  detailed  comparison  of  the  change  between  1 998  and  1 999  passengers  and  operations  is  included  in  Chapter  2  of  the  ESPR. 

9  The  ESPR  compares  all  of  the  1 998  and  1 999  analyses  and  discusses  the  differences  in  detail. 
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This  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  includes  updated  operational  and  environmental 
analyses  of  1998  conditions  similar  to  that  contained  in  the  Logan  Airport  1 998 
Annual  Update  prepared  in  October  1999.  While  the  1999  Eni'ironnicntal  Status  and 
Planning  Report  published  in  December  2000  includes  updated  analyses  for  1999,  the 
differences  between  the  two  study  years  are  small.  Between  1998  and  1999, 
operations  declined  by  2.5  percent,  primarily  due  to  a  decline  in  regional  carrier 
operations. '°  Since  the  fleet  mix  and  runway  use  varied  little,  the  shape  of  the  noise 
contours  and  the  population  impacts  were  also  similar,  with  slightly  less  impact  in 
Winthrop  and  Boston  and  slightly  more  impact  in  Chelsea  and  Revere  in  1999 
compared  to  1998.^^  The  air  quality  and  other  environmental  analyses  also  yielded 
similar  results.  Since  1998  and  1999  are  similar  in  terms  of  passengers,  operations, 
and  environmental  impacts,  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  includes  the  1998 
modeling  analysis  as  a  representation  of  recent  conditions  at  Logan. 

Later  in  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  Chapter  6  presents  an  assessment  of  the  noise 
impacts  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  under  two  future  fleet  assumptions  and 
compares  those  results  to  the  No  Action  Alternative,  as  well  as  to  1998. 


5.2.1        Noise  Metrics 

Both  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  depend 
heavily  on  the  reader's  comprehension  of  common  metiics  used  to  evaluate  ciircraft 
noise.  The  two  most  pertinent  to  this  document  are  (a)  the  DNL,  and  (b)  times  above 
designated  "threshold"  sound  levels,  commonly  referred  to  as  "Time-Above",  or  TA. 
Appendix  E  of  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  a  summary  of  noise  metrics. 
The  reader  is  urged  to  become  familiar  with  the  terminology  and  related  background 
material  in  order  to  maximize  understanding  of  the  more  condensed  material  presented 
here. 


5.2.2        Modeling  Noise  of  Flight  Operations 

The  following  section  outlines  the  FAA's  noise  modeling  tools  and  their  application 
at  Logan. 


5.2.2.1   FAA's  Integrated  Noise  Model 

The  basic  tool  used  to  model  aircraft  flight  operations  is  the  Integrated  Noise  Model, 
or  INM.  Developed  by  the  FAA  £md  prescribed  on  Federally-sponsored  projects  such 
as  the  Airside  Project,  the  INM  utilizes  airport  geometiy,  descriptions  of  aircraft 
operations,  and  an  internal  database  of  noise  and  performance  characteristics  to 
compute  the  noise  of  individual  flights,  adds  them  together  depending  on  the  noise 


1°     A  more  detailed  comparison  of  the  change  between  1 998  and  1 999  passengers  and  operations  is  included  in  Chapter  2  of 

the  1999  ESPR. 

"     A  more  detailed  comparison  of  the  change  between  1998  and  1999  noise  impacts  is  included  in  Chapter  6  of  the  1999 
ESPR. 

12     The  1999  ESPR  compares  all  of  the  1 998  and  1 999  analyses  and  discusses  the  differences  in  detail. 
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metrics  of  interest,  and  presents  the  accumulation  as  a  set  of  contours  and /or  noise 
calculations  at  specific  points. 

Detailed  operational  inputs  to  the  INM  fall  generally  into  three  categories  of 
information  including: 

■  Daily  numbers  of  daytime  and  nighttime  takeoffs  and  landings  by  specific  aircraft 
types, 

■  Typical  flight  path  and  runway  geometry,  and 

■  Average  statistics  on  usage  of  each  runway  and  flight  path  by  various  aircraft 
groups. 

Historical  data  from  sources  such  as  Massport's  noise  monitoring  system,  which 
records  and  saves  FAA  radar  data  from  Logim's  Air  Traffic  Control  Tower,  are  used 
to  develop  descriptions  of  past  noise  environments.  Predicted  aspects  of  an  airport's 
operations  are  used  to  evaluate  alternative  assumptions  regarding  growth,  future 
aircraft  fleets,  shifting  of  flight  paths,  new  runway  and  taxiway  configurations,  delay, 
noise  mitigation  measures,  and  other  critical  planning  efforts. 

INM  users  do  not  normally  alter  the  model's  internal  noise  and  performance 
databases  as  a  part  of  the  modeling  process.  However,  when  there  is  an  identifiable 
need,  the  FAA  requires  that  any  changes  to  these  databases  be  approved  by  them 
prior  to  use  on  any  FAA-related  project.  Database  adjustments  have  been  made  for 
the  Airside  Project.  In  1996,  Massport  applied  for  and  received  permission  to  make 
adjustments  to  the  INM  to  better  account  for  Logan's  unique  location  surrounded  on 
nearly  all  sides  by  water.  The  water's  surface  affects  propagation  of  sound  into 
shorefront  neighborhoods  and  is  not  normally  accounted  for  in  the  standard  INM 
algorithms.  The  FAA-approved  adjustments  are  described  briefly  in  the  section  that 
follows.  (See  Appendix  E  of  this  document  for  the  FAA's  written  authorization  to 
modify  the  INM  model.) 

5.2.2.2      INM  Version  5.0  Upgrade  and  Adjustment 

In  1995,  a  comparison  of  INM  Version  5.0  modeled  noise  results  with  the  measured 
noise  levels  obtained  from  Massport's  extensive  noise  monitoring  system  indicated 
that  the  model  accurately  predicted  the  noise  from  aircraft  in  flight  during  takeoff 
but  under-predicted  the  noise  from  takeoff  ground  roll  and  the  approach  noise  just 
before  landing.  Therefore,  adjustments  to  the  model  were  developed  for  arrival  noise 
below  1,000  feet  altitude  and  for  the  noise  radiated  from  the  aircraft  during  the 
ground-roU  portion  of  the  takeoff. 

Authorization  for  use  of  the  adjustments  at  Logan  was  issued  in  May  1996  by  FAA's 
Office  of  Environment  and  Energy.  Subsequent  noise  analyses  have  been  conducted 
with  the  adjustments  (See  Appendix  E).  In  particular,  the  Airside  Project  Draft 
EIS/EIR  and  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  as  well  as  the  Logan  Airport  1994/95 
Generic  Environmental  Impact  Report  (GEIR)  and  the  1996,  1997,  and  1998  Annual 
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Updates,  used  INM  Version  5.0  with  the  authorized  adjustments  for  their  respective 
noise  analyses. 


Many  of  the  operational  inputs  used  to  model  noise  exposure  for  1993  are 
summarized  in  Sections  5.2.6,  6.2.1,  and  Appendix  H  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft 
EIS/EIR.  This  section  of  the  Supplemental  DElS/FElR  updates  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  ElS/ElR  by  summarizing  the  operahons  used  to  model  the  1998  exposure 
levels  and  draws  brief  comparisons  between  the  two  periods. 

5.2.3.1      Fleet  Mix  and  Operations 

For  purposes  of  computing  24-hour  DNTL's,  annual  aircraft  operations  at  Logan  are 
subdivided  into  average  daily  operations  by  specific  aircraft  types,  and  in  some  cases 
by  engine  model  as  well.  Massport's  Noise  Office  compiles  these  records  of 
commercial  jet  and  turboprop  activit}^  from  a  variety  of  sources  including  published 
schedules  in  the  Official  Airline  Guide,  comprehensive  reports  provided  by  carriers 
and  cargo  operators  as  part  of  their  compliance  with  Massport's  Noise  Rules,  and 
reports  from  the  two  main  fUght  service  companies  operating  at  Logan.  The  data  are 
consolidated  into  average  daily  takeoffs  and  landings  for  daytime  hours  (7:00  AM  to 
10:00  PM)  and  nighttime  hours  (10:00  PM  to  7:00  AM)  -  the  periods  used  in  DNL 
calculations  -  and  are  sorted  into  different  trip  lengths  used  by  the  INM  to 
approximate  takeoff  weights.  Radar  data  are  used  to  determine  actual,  rather  than 
scheduled  arrival  and  departure  times.  General  aviation  operations,  were  formerly 
excluded  from  modeling  because  of  the  difficulty  identifying  aircraft  types  and 
because  they  made  only  a  minor  contribution  to  total  traffic  at  Logan.  The  operations 
have  been  approximated  in  the  Airside  Project  analyses  and  are  included  in  the  1998 
analyses  which  use  FAA  radar  data  to  determine  the  numbers  and  times  of 
operations  by  these  specific  ciircraft  types. 

Table  5.2-1  summarizes  the  average  daily  operations  at  Logan  for  1998.  Commercial 
jet  operations  are  classified  by  their  noise  certification  level.  Noisier  "Stage  2"  aircraft 
(such  as  the  older  Boeing  727s  and  737s,  and  McDonnell-Douglas  DC-9s)  meet  initial 
Federal  Aviation  Regulation  (FAR)  Part  36  noise  Limits  issued  in  1969,  but  not  the 
more  stringent  "Stage  3"  limits  applicable  to  newer  aircraft  (such  as  the  Boeing  737- 
300  and  737-400,  the  Boeing  757  and  767,  McDonnell-Douglas  MD-80s,  and  Airbus  A- 
300s  and  A-320s).  The  Stage  3  operations  summary  includes  Stage  2  aircraft  that  have 
been  retiofitted  with  hushkits  or  new  engines  to  meet  the  Stage  3  criteria.  The 
number  of  Stage  3  aircraft  has  increased  steadily  based  on  the  ongoing  replacement 
of  Stage  2  operations  by  Stage  3  aircraft  in  the  Logan  fleet  mix.  Ln  1993,  69  percent  of 
the  conunercial  jet  operations  at  Logan  were  in  Stage  3  aircraft;  in  1998,  that 
percentage  increased  to  87  percent.  The  87  percent  also  compares  favorably  to  the 
1998  national  average  of  82  percent,  due  Ln  large  measure  to  the  benefits  of 
Massport's  Noise  Rules  that  have  resulted  in  conversion  to  Stage  3  aircraft  faster  than 
federal  regulations. 


5.2.3 


IVIodel  Inputs  for  INM  Noise  Analyses 
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As  of  January  1,  2000,  operators  of  large  jet  aircraft  (weighing  over  75,000  pounds) 
are  required  by  The  Airport  Noise  and  Capacity  Act  of  1990  to  have  100  percent  of  their 
fleets  compliant  with  Part  36  Stage  3  noise  limits.  The  Logan  Airport  1998  Annual 
Update  estimated  the  benefit  of  an  all  Stage  3  fleet  to  be  on  the  order  of  3  dB. 

Table  5.2-1 

1998  Modeled  Daily  Operations 


1998 

Stage  2 

Stage  3 

Turboprops 

Totals 

Operations 

Jets 

Jets 

Day/Night 

Day/Night 

Day/Night 

Day 

Night 

Dally 

Commercial 

85/6 

541/96 

553/22 

1,179 

124 

1,303 

General  Aviation 

5/0 

31/4 

37/16 

73 

20 

93 

Total 

90/6 

572/100 

590/38 

1,252 

144 

1,396 

Note:      "Day"  defined  as  7:00  AM  to  1 0:00  PM  and  "Nighf  defined  as  1 0:00  PM  to  7:00  AM,  consistent  with  tfie  definitions 

used  in  DNL  calculations. 
Source:    Boston-Logan  International  Airport  1998  Annual  Update. 


5.2.3.2   Flight  Tracks 

The  flight  tracks  used  in  the  INM  are  derived  from  radar  tracks  obtained  by  the 
Noise  Abatement  Office  at  Massport  from  the  FAA's  Automatic  Radar  Terminal 
System-3  (ARTS)  radar  at  Logan.  This  radar  system  obtains  the  location  of  each 
aircraft  in  the  terminal  airspace  area  at  intervals  of  4  seconds.  Massport  software  is 
designed  to  determine  the  actual  tracks  and  profiles  of  individual  aircraft  and  to 
develop  tracks  for  modeling  purposes.  For  example,  jet  departure  operations  are 
typically  modeled  by  a  set  of  five  to  as  many  as  15  tracks  per  runway,  while  a 
separate  set  of  three  to  five  tracks  per  runway  is  used  to  model  turboprop  activity. 

The  resulting  sets  of  model  tracks  represent  an  approximation  of  the  flight  corridors 
that  are  actually  overflown  during  a  year  by  operations  from  and  to  each  of  the 
runways.  Figure  5.2-1  shows  the  existing  jet  and  turboprop  departure  flight  tracks. 
Figure  5.2-2  shows  the  existing  jet  and  turboprop  arrival  flight  tracks  for  all  runways. 

With  one  exception,  the  1998  case  uses  the  same  tracks  as  have  been  used  in  each  of  the 
scenarios  that  do  not  include  the  new  Runway  14/32.  The  one  difference  pertains  to 
the  depcirture  corridor  off  Runway  27.  For  both  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and 
this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  modeled  tracks  were  developed  based  on  objectives  set 
forth  in  the  FAA's  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)^^  on  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  new  Runway  27  departure  procedure.  The  procedure,  itself,  had  not  been 
implemented  at  the  time  these  Airside  Project  analyses  were  initiated  so  the  track 
locations  had  to  be  estimated.  Since  that  time,  the  tracks  and  their  usage  were  based  on 
actual  radar  data  for  1998. 


Runway  27  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  1997. 
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Jet  Departures  in  Green     Turboprop  Departures  in  Blue 

Aircraft  Altitude  Along  the  Flight  Path  (from  runway  departure) 

1  Mile  from  Takeoff=  1 ,000  ft.  or  Less      5  Miles  from  Takeoff  =  2,000  ft.  or  More      10  Miles  from  Takeoff  =  4.000  ft.  or  More 

Notes:  Mileage  rings  are  for  reference  only  and  do  not  Indicate  actual  distance  along  the  fligfit  path 
Jet  departures  cross  the  shoreline  of  the  Southshore  at  or  above  6,000  ft 


Figure  5.2-1 

Modeled  Departure  Flight  Tracks  for  Existing  Runway  Configurations 
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Jet  Arrivals  in  Green      Turboprop  Arrivals  in  Blue 

Aircraft  Altitude  Along  the  Flight  Path  (from  runway  touchdown) 

1  Mile  from  Touchdown  =  500  ft.  or  Less    5  Miles  from  Touchdown  =  2,000  ft  or  Less    10  Miles  from  Touchdown  =  3,000  ft  or  Less 

Notes:  Mileage  hngs  are  for  reference  only  and  do  not  indicate  actual  distance  along  the  flight  path 
All  jet  arrtvals  descend  from  11 ,000  ft.  to  6,000  ft.  entenng  final  approaching  airspace 


masspon 
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Figure  5.2-2 

Modeled  Arrival  Flight  Tracks  for  Existing  Runway  Configurations 
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The  first  full  year  that  the  new  departure  procedure  for  Runway  27  was  in  effect  was 
1997.  Analyses  performed  by  Massport  and  reported  on  in  the  2997  Annual  Update 
indicated  that  the  flight  corridor  was  not  being  maintained  by  the  percentage  of 
aircriift  required  by  the  FAA's  ROD.  This  resulted  in  an  increase  in  population 
impacts  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  1997.  Data  collected  and  analyzed  by 
Massport  for  the  1998  Annual  Update  indicate  that  the  aircraft  pilots  have  been 
making  progress  towards  attainment  of  the  required  flight  corridor  objectives,  but 
the  requirements  are  still  are  not  being  fully  met.  Thus,  differences  continue  to  exist 
between  the  1998  flight  tracks  and  those  in  the  Airside  Project  EIS/EIR  analyses 
which  assumes  full  achievement  of  the  ROD  directives.  Full  achievement  of  the  ROD 
tracks  was  estimated  in  the  1998  Annual  Update  to  reduce  the  number  of  residents  of 
South  Boston  exposed  to  noise  above  65  dB  DNL  by  about  2,700  people.  The  FAA 
will  continue  to  encourage  and  monitor  compliance  with  the  ROD  departure  tracks 
with  the  intention  of  further  realizing  these  benefits. 

5.2.3.3  Runway  Use 

Runway  use  refers  to  the  frequency  with  which  aircraft  utilize  each  runway  during 
the  course  of  a  year,  as  dictated  or  permitted  by  wind,  weather,  aircraft  weight,  air 
traffic  contiol  conditions,  and  noise  considerations.  The  more  often  a  runway  is  used 
throughout  the  year,  the  more  noise  is  created  in  communities  located  off  the  ends  of 
that  runway. 

Runway  use  statistics  for  1998  are  based  on  tiaffic  counts  from  radar  data  processed 
by  Massport's  noise  and  operations  monitoring  system.  Takeoffs  and  landings  are 
counted  separately  and  sorted  into  daytime  and  nighttime  operations,  then  further 
separated  by  groups  of  aircraft  having  different  performance  characteristics  (for 
example  turboprops  separately  from  747's)  reflecting  existing  runway  use  restrictions 
and  takeoff  length  requirements  for  certain  aircraft.  A  summary  of  the  computed 
usages  by  all  jet  aircraft  was  previously  published  in  the  Logan  Airport  1998  Annual 
Update  ;  it  is  reproduced  here  as  Table  5.2-2.  Also  included  are  1998's  effective 
runway  utiUzations  statistics  (where  usage  at  night  is  weighted  by  a  factor  of  ten). 
These,  too,  were  reported  in  the  1998  Annual  Update  and  are  computed  each  year  to 
compare  with  Preferential  Runway  Advisory  System'"*  (PRAS)  goals.  The  goals, 
themselves,  are  discussed  in  detail  in  Chapter  4  and  their  impUcations  on  noise 
exposure  are  discussed  in  Chapter  6. 


The  PRAS  program  is  based  on  an  FAA  initiative,  with  the  objective  of  reducing  noise  exposure  for  the  most  highly  impacted  communities.  At 
Logan,  PRAS  is  a  computer  program  that  recommends  to  the  FAA  air  traffic  controllers,  runway  configuration  options  that  will  meet  weather 
and  demand  requirements,  while  providing  an  equitable  distribution  of  the  airport's  noise  impacts  on  the  surrounding  communities.  The 
primary  obiectives  of  PRAS  are  to  distribute  the  noise  in  accordance  with  annual  runway  utilization  goals,  and  to  provide  short-term  relief  from 
continuous  operations  over  the  same  neighborhoods  at  the  ends  of  the  runways.  PFIAS  goals  for  Logan  were  established  by  a  PRAS 
Advisory  Committee  (including  representatives  from  [(/lassport,  the  FAA  and  neighboring  communities).  PRAS  was  first  implemented  in  1983, 
and  the  program  has  undergone  two  major  enhancements  since  then. 
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5.2.4        1998  Noise  Exposure  Levels 

Section  5.2.7  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  presented  noise  exposure  levels 
from  flight  activity  as  well  as  from  ground  taxi  activity  using  the  operations  data 
developed  for  the  1993  modeled  scenario.  This  current  section  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  updates  the  analysis  of  noise  from  flight  operations  by  presenting  the 
1998  case. 


Table  5.2-2 

1998  Actual  and  Effective  Runway  Utilizations  for  Jet  Aircraft 


Runway 

1998  Actual  Usage 

1998  Effective  Usage 

Arrivals 

Departures 

Arrivals 

Departures 

4L 

2% 

0% 

0.0% 

4R 

41% 

8% 

36.7%* 

6.6% 

9 

0% 

35% 

0.0% 

29.9% 

15R 

2% 

6% 

1.2% 

10.9% 

22L 

7% 

5% 

11.9% 

22R 

0% 

28% 

0.0% 

30.9%* 

27 

28% 

14% 

21.7% 

16.6% 

33L 

19% 

5% 

28.6% 

5.2% 

Total 

100% 

100% 

100.1% 

100.1% 

Note:      Small  addition  errors  may  exist  within  the  table  due  to  rounding. 


For  closely-spaced  parallel  runways,  Massport  computes  effective  usage  for  the  combined  pair  except  when  use 
restrictions  permit  activity  to  only  one  of  the  parallels. 
Source:    1998  Annual  Update 

5.2.4.1      Noise  from  Flight  Operations 
24-Hour  Day-Night  Sound  Levels  (DNU 

For  1998  actual  operations,  60,  65  and  70  dB  DISTL  contours  generated  by  the  INM  are 
presented  in  Figure  5.2-3.  DNL  noise  exposure  contours  are  a  graphical 
representation  of  how  the  cumulative  noise  from  Logan's  aircraft  operations  is 
distributed  over  the  surrounding  area  on  an  average  day  of  a  given  year.  Comparing 
DNL  contours  from  different  years  or  different  forecast  scenarios  provides  valuable 
information  for  noise  abatement  programs  or  proposed  airport  development  projects. 

Both  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD)  and  the  FAA 
define  65  dB  DNL  as  the  threshold  of  noise  incompatibility  with  residential  land 
uses.  Thus,  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  is  important  for  population  impact  assessments. 
In  addition,  this  study  contains  data  in  response  to  the  May  7, 1999  EOEA  Certificate 
which  requested  Massport  to  include  the  60  dB  DNL  contour. 

The  INM  produces  population  estimates  simultaneously  with  the  development  of 
DNL  contours.  Estimates  of  the  numbers  of  people  residing  within  each  noise 
exposure  contour  are  summarized  in  Table  5.2-3. 
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Table  5.2-3 

Noise-Exposed  Populations  Within  Various  Values  of  DNL 
for  1998  Actual  Operations 


wuiiiiiiuiiiiy 

DNL  60  dB 

and  Abovp 

DNL  65  dB 

And  Abnx/p 

DNL  70  dB 
And  Abnvp 

DNL  75  dB 
And  Ahov/p 

10  809 

0 

0 

0 

L-lltJIbcd 

Q  000 

n 

n 

u 

Cdbl  DUblUn  ^UUICI  llldll 

Jeffries  Point) 

9ft  inft 

t^ft 

East  Boston  (Jeffries  R.) 

2,288 

0 

0 

0 

Everett 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Quincy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revere 

5,300 

3,168 

0 

0 

South  Boston 

22,51 1 

3,553 

48 

0 

Winthrop 

15,120 

8,613 

2,041 

519 

Totals 

93,358 

23,296 

2,679 

577 

1         Portions  of  Dorchester,  Roxbury,  and  the  South  End  are  included  in  the  Boston  totals. 
Source:  1998  Annual  Update. 

The  1998  population  counts  shown  above  and  presented  first  in  the  Logan  Airport 
1998  Annual  Update  are  based  on  the  same  1990  federal  census  as  used  for  the  Airside 
Project.  Thus,  both  the  contours  in  Figure  5.2-3  and  the  population  counts  within  the 
contours  indicate  significant  differences  in  the  degree  of  impact  occurring  within 

individual  communities.  Winthrop  and  East  Boston  are  most  affected,  with 
significant  numbers  of  residents  experiencing  noise  greater  than  70  dB  DNL,  and 
some  experiencing  it  at  levels  above  75  dB  DISTL.  South  Boston  and  Revere  are 
generally  next  most  affected.  Exposures  at  the  highest  noise  levels  support  the 
continuing  need  to  improve  compliance  with  PRAS  goals. 

Noise  Levels  at  Specific  Monitoring  Locations 

Massport  maintains  a  state-of-the-art  noise  monitoring  system  that  continuously  records 
noise  levels  at  each  of  its  permanent  noise  monitor  locations.  At  present,  there  are  29 
installed  and  operational  noise  monitors  in  residential  neighborhoods  recording  noise 
from  flight  operations  at  Logan. 
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For  the  Airside  Project  noise  analyses,  21  of  these  sites,  plus  2  additional  locations  (A 
and  E)  were  selected  for  detailed  location-specific  analysis  (see  Figure  5.2-4).  These 
selected  monitoring  locations  included  all  of  the  highest  noise  level  measurement 
sites  close  to  the  airport,  as  well  as  those  further  from  the  airport  that  are  consistently 
overflown.  Five  sites  were  not  included  since  they  did  not  meet  one  of  these  criteria. 
Their  measurements  were  expected  to  contain  enough  noise  of  local  origin  such  that 
their  correlation  with  modeled  aircraft  noise  would  be  low.  The  remaining  three  sites 
had  not  yet  been  installed  at  the  time  the  Airside  Study  was  initiated.  Locations  A 
and  E  were  added  for  analysis  of  noise  from  ground  operations  and  were  discussed 
in  detail  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR. 

At  each  of  these  23  specific  locations,  a  number  of  noise  computations  were  completed 
and  reported  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR.  These  included: 

■  Day-Night  Sound  Level  (DNL) 

■  Maximum  Sound  Level  (Lmax) 

■  Night  (10:00  PM  to  7:00  AM)  Equivalent  Sound  Level  (LeqN) 

■  Times  Above  Sound  Levels  of  55,  65,  75,  85,  and  95  dB  at  night  (TAN) 

■  Times  Above  Sound  Levels  of  55,  65,  75,  85,  and  95  dB  for  24-hour  days  (TA24) 

In  this  Chapter  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  similar  data  for  1998  are  reported 
where  available.  Table  5.2-4  summarizes  the  DNL  calculations  from  the  INM  at  the 
21  noise  monitoring  locations  used  in  the  Airside  analysis.  It  also  includes  the  times 
above  65,  75,  and  85  dB  thresholds  for  nighttime  hours  (TAN)  and  for  average  24- 
hour  periods  (TA24)  at  the  same  21  locations.  These  data  were  reported  initially  in 
Table  5-9  of  the  1998  Annual  Update.  The  threshold  levels  of  65,  75,  and  85  dB  were 
identified  in  the  1998  Annual  Update  as  covering  different  degrees  of  speech 
interference  depending  on  factors  such  as  whether  people  are  outdoors,  or  indoors 
with  windows  open  or  closed. 

Observations  regarding  TA  calculations  for  1998  are  similar  to  those  for  DNL.  The 
highest  exposure  levels  occur  at  Sites  4  and  7  at  Bayview  and  Grandview  in  Winthrop 
and  along  Loring  Road  in  Winthrop,  where  DNL  values  are  79  and  76  dB,  respectively. 
These  same  locations  experience  sound  levels  exceeding  85  dB  for  about  21  to  23 
minutes  per  day  and  experience  daily  levels  above  75  dB  for  almost  an  hour  at  Site  4  to 
nearly  an  hour  and  a  half  at  Site  7.  Sites  9  and  12  at  Bayswater  near  Armavoy  in  East 
Boston  and  at  the  East  Boston  Yacht  Club  also  experience  high  exposures.  Their  DNL 
levels  are  72  and  74  dB,  respectively,  and  they  are  exposed  to  sound  levels  above  85  dB 
for  8  and  16  minutes  per  day.  In  fact,  the  five  most  highly  exposed  sites,  both  at  night 
and  over  24  hours,  are  located  in  Winthrop  and  East  Boston  -  the  same  communities 
identified  earUer  as  having  high  numbers  of  people  residing  in  areas  where  the  DNL 
exceeds  70  dB.  Again,  these  analyses  indicate  a  need  for  improved  conformance  with 
PRAS  goals  if  these  highest  exposures  are  to  be  reduced.  Chapter  6  addresses  the 
changes  that  occur  in  these  communities  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  as  air  traffic 
controllers  are  better  able  to  achieve  the  goals. 
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1  Andrews  Street,  South  End 

2  B  and  Bolton,  South  Boston 

3  South  Boston  Yacht  Club,  South  Boston 

4  Bayview  and  Grandview,  Winthrop 

5  Harborview  and  Faun,  Winthrop 

6  Somerset  and  Johnson,  Winthrop 

7  Loring  Road  near  Court,  Winthrop 

8  Morton  and  Amelia,  Winthrop 


9  Bayswater  and  Annavoy,  East  Boston 

10  Bayswater/Shawnsheen,  East  Boston 

1 1  Orient  Heights,  East  Boston 

1 2  East  Boston  Yacht  Club, 

1 3  East  Boston  High  School 

14  Jeffries  Point  Yacht  Club,  East  Boston 

15  Admiral's  Hill,  Chelsea 

1 6  Bradstreet  and  Sales,  Revere 


1 7  Carey  Circle,  Revere 

23  Myrtlebank/Hilltop,  Dorchester 

24  Cunningham  Park,  Milton 

25  Squaw  Rock  Park,  Quincy 

26  Hull  High  School,  Hull 

A  Sumner  near  Lamson,  East  Boston 

E  Farragut  at  2nd,  South  Boston 


LEGEND 


NOTE: 

Monitors  1 8  to  22,  and  27  and  29 
not  used  for  Airside  analysis  and  not 
shown  on  map. 


Permanent  Noise  Monitors 

Additional  Airside  Project  Noise  Monitors 

Location  not  stiown  on  map: 

24  Cunningham  Park,  Milton 


Figure  5.2-4 

Noise  Monitor  Locations  Used  For  Airside  Analysis 
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Table  5.2-4 

INM-Computed  DNL  Values  and  Times  Above  Threshold  Values  at  Specific  Points  - 
1998  Actual  Operations 


Day-Night 

Sound        Minutes  Above  Threshold  in  Minutes  Above  Threshold 


Site 

Location^ 

Levels 

24-Hour  Period  (TA  24) 

During  Nighttime  (TAN) 

DNL 

85dBA 

75dBA 

65dBA 

85dBA 

75dBA 

eSdBA 

■1 
1 

Mnurews  oireei,  oouin  cnu 

09.0 

0.1 

3.6 

14.6 

0.0 

0.5 

2.7 

d. 

D  ana  DOiion,  oouin  tjosion 

Of  A 

2.3 

8.2 

28.2 

0.3 

1.4 

4.6 

o 

o 

Day  Blvd.  near  Farragut,  South  Boston 

d4.o 

0.3 

11.7 

106.0 

0.0 

1.0 

9.1 

4 

Bayvisw  and  Grandview,  Winthrop 

70  Q 
/9.0 

20.5 

53.0 

137.3 

1.8 

5.4 

15.1 

c 
0 

narUUrVIcW  dfiU  rdUlI,  VVIlUiirop 

/  1 .0 

8.2 

35.4 

113.8 

0.6 

3.4 

12.0 

c 
D 

oUrnciocrl  ailU  JUiHioUil,  vVlllUllup 

00.9 

0.7 

41.9 

174.3 

0.0 

4.9 

25.2 

7 

1 

1  Arinn  Qa^iH  n^iir  C^rwxri  \A/ir*+hrAr\ 
LUiliiy  nUdU  llcdi  WULJll,  vviiuiiiup 

7fi  1^ 

21.8 

87.2 

270.1 

1.9 

9.7 

34.4 

Q 
0 

h^Ar+Ar^  anH  Arrtalio  \A/ir^thrAA 
IVIUllUI)  ailU  Miilc;lld,  vVllUlliUp 

o/  .y 

1.6 

21.4 

112.4 

0.1 

2.3 

15.0 

Q 

Ra\/c\A/ofor  qhH  AnAQ\/A\/   Poet  RActAn 
DdybWdlci  dllU  MlHIdVUy,  Cdbl  DUblUfI 

79  7 

7.9 

33.8 

118.0 

1.0 

4.7 

15.5 

in 

Dayovvaici /oi icivvoi icci  1,  ^aoi  ljuoIUII 

2.2 

15.1 

81.4 

0.2 

1.8 

10.5 

1 1 
1 1 

^ilcill  nciyiUb,  Cdbl  DUblUil 

fi9  8 
0^.0 

0.2 

8.8 

55.5 

0.0 

1.0 

6.8 

1 9 

Fact  Rncton  Yarht  Pliih 

Cdbl  DUblUII  Idl/lll  OIUU 

74  7 

15.4 

80.9 

259.2 

1.9 

12.2 

41.1 

1  o 

Caef  RActAn  l—lirtK  QaKaaI 

Cdbl  DObion  mgri  ooriooi 

R4  Q 
D't.y 

0.8 

4.2 

43.4 

0.1 

0.7 

5.4 

A 

OUfllllUI  (Icdl  LdlllbUll,  Cdbl  DUblUll 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

14 

Jeffries  Point  Yacht  Club,  East  Boston 

65.7 

0.0 

19.5 

116.5 

0.0 

2.4 

15.5 

15 

Admiral's  Hill,  Chelsea 

61.7 

0.5 

3.2 

19.9 

0.1 

0.4 

2.4 

16 

Bradstreet  and  Sales,  Revere 

68.6 

2.9 

13.1 

42.1 

0.5 

1.7 

5.6 

17 

Carey  Circle,  Revere 

57.9 

0.0 

2.9 

18.4 

0.0 

0.4 

2.2 

23 

Myrtlebank/Hilltop,  Dorchester 

51.7 

0.0 

0.0 

7.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

24 

Cunningham  Park,  Milton 

51.5 

0.0 

0.1 

10.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

25 

Squaw  Rock  Park,  Quincy 

51.3 

0.0 

0.0 

2.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

26 

Hull  High  School,  Hull 

57.7 

0.0 

0.9 

24.1 

0.0 

0.2 

3.5 

E 

Farragut  @  2nd,  South  Boston 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

1         Sites  modeled  for  the  Airside  Project  noise  analysis.  Refer  to  Table  5.2-5  for  a  full  list  of  Massport  noise  monitor 

locations. 
N/A      Not  available. 
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5.2.4.2      Ground  Taxi  Noise  Levels 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  provided  a  detailed  analysis  of  noise  from  aircraft 
on  taxiways  using  modeled  1993  operations.  Calculations  were  made  for  the  same 
five  metrics  as  were  assessed  for  1993  flight  operations: 

■  Day-Night  Sound  Level  (DNL) 

■  Maximum  Sound  Level  (Lmax) 

■  Night  (10:00  PM  to  7:00  AM)  Equivalent  Sound  Level  (LeqN) 

■  Times  above  sound  levels  of  55,  65,  75,  85,  and  95  dB  at  night  (TAN) 

■  Times  above  sound  levels  of  55,  65,  75,  85,  and  95  dB  over  24  hours  (TA24) 

Chapter  6  of  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  summarizes  the  analysis  of  ground  noise 
that  was  conducted  for  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  comparing  the  No  Action 
and  Preferred  Alternative.  Readers  interested  in  further  analyses  of  ground  noise  are 
referred  back  to  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR. 

5.2.5  Comparing  l\/leasured  and  Modeled  Noise  Levels 

Massport's  permanent  noise  monitoring  system  continuously  measures  the 
noise  levels  at  each  of  29  microphone  locations  around  the  airport.  Twenty-one 
of  those  sites  were  operational  and  used  in  the  analysis  of  the  Airside 
Improvements  Planning  Project,  as  shown  earlier  in  Figure  5.2-1.  During  normal 
operation,  noise  monitors  at  the  microphone  locations  measure  hourly  noise 
exposure  levels  as  well  as  a  variety  of  metrics  associated  with  individual  noise 
events  that  exceed  preset  threshold  sound  levels.  These  data  are  transmitted 
back  to  Massport's  Noise  Abatement  Office  where  daily  DNL  values  as  well  as 
other  noise  metrics  are  computed  from  the  measured  data  and  summarized. 

In  past  years,  Logan  Airport  GEIRs  and  Annual  Updates  have  compared  the 
annual  average  day  values  of  DNL  as  measured  by  Logan  Airport's  monitoring 
system  to  INM-computed  annual  average  values  of  DNL.  Though  many  of  the 
results  are  consistent,  several  have  indicated  significcmt  differences  of  10  or 
more  decibels.  One  of  the  major  factors  contributing  to  these  differences  has 
been  that  the  measured  levels  include  commvmity-based  noise  sources  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  monitor,  while  the  INM-computed  levels  include  the  noise  only 
from  aircraft.  This,  in  addition  to  aircraft,  has  tended  to  make  measured  levels 
higher  than  predicted  values  at  certain  locations. 
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As  a  result,  commencing  at  the  end  of  1997,  Massport  enhanced  its 
monitoring  system  to  separate  aircraft  noise  events  from  other  sources 
and  produce  "aircraft-only"  DNL  values  in  addition  to  the  total  DNL 
values  it  has  previously  reported.  Table  5.2-5  presents  these  measurement 
results  for  1999  and  compares  them  to  INM-generated  levels  for  1999. 

Among  the  more  significant  observations  regarding  these  data  are  the 
following: 

■  The  average  difference  in  1998  between  the  aircraft-only  DNLs  and 
the  INM-generated  values  at  all  29  monitoring  locations  is 
approximately  0.9  dB  (measured  values  averaging  higher  than 
computed).  In  1998,  this  difference  in  aircraft-only  DNLs  was  1.5  dB 
(measured  values  also  averaging  higher  than  computed). 

■  At  monitoring  sites  in  higher  noise  environments  where 
measurements  are  greater  than  60  dB  (and  where  it  would  be 
expected  that  the  measured  levels  are  more  easily  identified  as 
aircraft),  the  average  difference  between  aircraft-only  DNLs  and 
INM-generated  levels  in  1998  is  0.2  dB  (measured  values  averaging 
higher  than  computed).  In  1998,  this  difference  was  0.4  dB. 

For  a  second  year,  these  measured  results  show  high  correlation  with 
INM  calculations  and  indicate  major  improvement  in  the  monitoring 
system's  capabilities.  The  close  agreement  that  these  new  aircraft-only 
levels  have  with  INM-generated  values  of  exposure  significantly 
enhances  the  monitoring  system's  value  as  an  analytical  tool  and  also 
fully  corroborates  the  INM's  noise  prediction  capability. 
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Table  5.2-5 

Comparison  of  Measured  DNL  Values  to  INM-computed  DNL  Values  for  1998 


Site 

Location 

1998 
Total 

Measured  DNL 

1998 
Aircraft  - 
Only  DNL 

1998 
INM 
Result" 

1998 
Measured  vs. 
Modeled 

1 

Andrews  Street,  South  End 

66.3 

61.8 

58.7 

3.1 

2 

B  and  Bolton,  South  Boston 

69.2 

66.1 

66.7 

-.6 

3 

Day  Blvd.  near  Farragut,  South  Boston 

67.4 

65.1 

64.5 

.6 

4 

Bayview  and  Grandview,  Winthrop 

80.2 

79.8 

79.4 

.4 

5 

Harbon/iew  and  Faun  Bar,  Winthrop 

71.4 

70.6 

71.4 

-.08 

6 

Somerset  near  Johnson,  Winthrop 

71.0 

69.9 

68.2 

1.7 

7 

Loring  Road  near  Court,  Winthrop 

73.9 

73.3 

76.1 

-2.8 

8 

Morton  and  Amelia,  Winthrop 

68.3 

67.0 

67.5 

-0.5 

9 

Bayswater  near  Annavoy,  East  Boston 

75.9 

75.3 

72.4 

2.9 

10 

Bayswater  near  Shawsheen,  East  Boston 

71.2 

69.4 

66.3 

3.1 

11 

Selma  and  Orient ,  East  Boston 

66.5 

64.8 

62.2 

2.6 

12 

East  Boston  Yacht  Club 

72.3 

71.1 

74.0 

-2.9 

13 

East  Boston  High  School 

66.9 

65.6 

64.2 

1.3 

14 

Jeffries  Point  Yacht  Club,  East  Boston 

66.9 

64.6 

64.9 

-0.3 

15 

Admiral's  Hill,  Chelsea 

67.0 

63.3 

61.1 

2.2 

16 

Bradstreet  and  Sales,  Revere 

71.2 

70.8 

69.0 

1.8 

17 

Carey  Circle,  Revere 

66.6 

62.3 

58.3 

4.0 

18 

U.S.C.G.  Recreational  Facility,  Nahant 

65.5 

55.2 

49.8 

5.4 

19 

Smith  Lane,  Swampscott 

56.8 

49.2 

45.7 

3.5 

20 

Pond  and  Towns  Court,  Lynn 

58.5 

53.6 

49.5 

4.1 

21 

Tremont  near  Prescott,  Everett 

61.2 

54.8 

53.8 

1.0 

22 

Magoun  near  Thatcher,  Medford 

60.4 

52.6 

49.4 

3.2 

23 

Myrtlebank  near  Hilltop,  Dorchester 

63.1 

57.7 

52.0 

5.5 

24 

Cunningham  Park  near  Fullers,  Milton 

60.9 

55.5 

51.9 

3.6 

25 

Squaw  Rock  Park,  Quincy 

57.7 

51.0 

51.2 

-0.2 

26 

Hull  High  School  near  Channel  St.,  Hull 

63.2 

59.2 

58.1 

1.1 

27 

Boston  Latin  Academy,  Roxbury 

65.3 

60.4 

58.8 

1.6 

29 

Lewenburg  School,  Mattapan 

59.0 

55.1 

54.0 

1.1 

30 

Piers  Park,  East  Boston 

63.2 

59.9 

62.2 

-2.3 

1  INM  Version  5.0  with  adjusted  database  as  described  in  the  Logan  Airport  1994/1995  Generic  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

2  Includes  FAA-approved  terrain  adjustment. 
Note:  Site  28  yet  to  be  installed. 
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5.3    Cultural  Resources 


This  section  summarizes  relevant  regulations  and  provides  a  description  of  historic 
properties  within  the  project  study  area.  An  historic  property,  as  defined  by 
Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  is  any  prehistoric  or  historic 
district,  site,  building,  structure,  or  object,  included  in,  or  eligible  for  inclusion  in,  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (36  CFR  800.16).  Section  4(f)  of  the  Department  of 
Transportation  Act  references  "historic  sites."  Both  historic  properhes  and  historic 
sites  refer  to  National  Register  eligible  or  listed  properties. 


Cultural  resources,  which  include  parklands  and  historic  resources,  are  regulated 
under  Section  4(f)  of  the  Department  of  Transportation  Act,  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  ("Section  106"),  and  by  state  regulations  concerning  historic 
properties. 

5.3.1 .1  Section  4(f)  of  the  Department  of  Transportation  Act 

Section  4(f)  of  the  Department  of  Transportation  Act  of  1966  (recodified  as  303(  c  )  of  49 
USC)  ,as  amended,  directs  that  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  shall  not  approve  any 
program  which  requires  the  use  of  a  significcint  publicly  owned  public  park,  recreation 
area,  or  wildlife  and  waterfowl  refuge,  or  any  significant  historic  site,  unless  there  is  no 
feasible  and  prudent  alternative  and  the  harm  resulting  from  the  use  is  minimized. 

The  potential  use  of  a  Section  4(f)  property  may  be  either  direct  or  indirect.  Direct  use 
is  typically  considered  to  include  physical  involvement  of  a  site,  including  property 
acquisition,  or  facilities  modification  or  relocation.  Indirect  impacts  include  changes 
in  access,  visual  impacts,  increased  noise  levels,  and  other  similar  conditions. 
According  to  FAA  Order  5050.4A: 

"when  there  is  no  physical  taking,  but  there  is  the  possibility  of  use  or  of 
adverse  indirect  impacts  to  Section  4(f)  land,  the  FAA  must  determine  if 
the  activity  associated  with  the  proposal  conflicts  xvith,  or  is  compatible 
with  the  normal  activity  associated  with  this  land.  The  proposed  activity 
is  compatible  if  it  would  not  affect  the  normal  activity  or  aesthetic  value 
of  a  public  park,  recreation  area,  refuge,  or  historic  site.  When 
Section  4(f)  applies  and  agencies  which  have  jurisdiction  agree  that  the 
effects  of  the  action  loill  be  satisfactorily  mitigated,  the  action  may  be 
considered  not  to  have  significant  Section  4(f)  impacts,  and  no  further 
analysis  is  needed. " 

5.3.1 .2  Section  1 06  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1 966 

The  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended  (NHPA),  established  the 
Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  ( ACHP)  to  advise  the  President  and 
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Congress  on  historic  preservation  matters,  to  recommend  measures  to  coordinate 
federal  historic  preservation  activities,  and  to  comment  on  federal  acHons  affecting 
properties  included  in  or  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places.  Under  Section  106  of  the  NHPA,  federal  agencies  are  responsible  for  identifying 
National  Register  listed  or  eligible  properties  and  sites  and  for  assessing  the  effects  of 
agencies'  actions  on  them.  The  procedures  prescribed  in  Section  106  are  referred  to  as 
the  "Section  106  process"  and  are  set  forth  in  regulations  issued  by  the  ACHP, 
"Protection  of  Historic  Properties"  (36  CFR  800).  The  ACHP  regulations  emphasize 
consultation  among  the  responsible  federal  agency  (in  this  case  the  FAA,  and /or  its 
designee,  Massport),  the  Massachusetts  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
(MASHPO)/ Massachusetts  Historical  Commission  (MHC),  and  other  interested 
parties.  The  Section  106  process  is  being  undertaken  for  the  Logan  Airside  project  and 
the  FAA/Massport  have  consulted  with  the  MASHPO/MHC. 

5.3.1 .3      Protection  of  Properties  Included  in  the  State  Register  of  Historic 
Places 

The  proposed  project  is  also  subject  to  review  by  the  MHC  under  the  Massachusetts 
General  Laws,  Chapter  9,  Sections  26-27C  as  amended  by  Chapter  254  of  the 
Acts  of  1988  and  the  implementing  regulations,  950  CMR  71.  This  state  law  covers 
actions  of  Massachusetts  agencies  and  involves  a  state  process  in  addition  to  the  federal 
process  under  Section  106  of  the  ACHP,  which  governs  the  actions  of  federal  agencies. 
Standards  for  the  state  and  federal  review  processes  are  similar,  with  the  exception  that 
properties  subject  to  review  under  Chapter  254  are  those  listed  in  the  State  Register  of 
Historic  Places.  Section  106  and  Chapter  254  reviews  are  carried  out  simultaneously  by 
the  MASHPO/MHC. 

5.3.2        Cultural  Resources  Context 

The  Preferred  Alternative  has  the  potential  to  increase  noise-exposed  populations.  A 
review  of  MHC  fUes,  including  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  and  the 
Inventory  of  Historic  and  Archaeological  Assets  of  the  Commonwealth,  and  field 
survey  were  undertaken  to  identify  historic  resources  within  the  project  area  and  in 
surrounding  communities. 

5.3.2.1      Section  106  Resources 

A  review  of  MHC  files,  including  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  and  the 
Inventory  of  Historic  and  Archaeological  Assets  of  the  Commonwealth,  and  field 
survey  were  also  undertaken  to  identify  historic  resources  regulated  under  Section 
106  within  the  project  area  cmd  in  surrounding  communities.  Refer  to  Figure  5.3-1 
showing  the  1998  65  dB  DNL  contour  on  a  map  of  parklands. 
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5.3.2.2      Other  Section  4(f)  Resources 

In  response  to  the  May  7, 1999  EOEA  Scope  ,  specific  parklands  have  been  identified 
for  analysis,  namely  the  Boston  Harbor  Islands,  Arnold  Arboretum,  Franklin  Park, 
and  the  Emerald  Necklace.  These  resources  are  described  below  (see  Figure  5.3-1). 

Boston  Harbor  Islands 

In  November  1996,  the  Boston  Harbor  Islands  became  a  national  park  area 
under  the  supervision  of  the  National  Park  Service.  The  Boston  Harbor  Islands 
National  Recreation  Area  recognizes  that  the  islands  and  the  shoreline  beaches 
and  access  points  are  one  natural  and  cultural  resource  system.  As  a  National 
Recreation  Area,  the  park  preserves  and  protects  the  open  spaces  and  natural 
and  cultural  features  of  the  harbor  islands. 

According  to  the  legislation  that  established  the  Boston  Harbor  Islands 
Recreational  Area: 

"the  present  and  future  maintermnce,  operation,  improvement,  and  use 
of  Boston-Logan  International  Airport  and  associated  flight  patterns 
from  time  to  time  in  effect  shall  not  be  deemed  to  constitute  the  use  of 
publicly  owned  land  or  a  public  park,  recreation  area,  or  other  resource 
ivithin  meaning  of  section  303(c)  of  title  49,  United  States  Code,  and 
shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  a  significant  effect  on  natural,  scenic,  and 
recreation  assets  with  the  meaning  of  section  47101(h)(2)  of  title  49, 
United  States  Code."^^ 

Therefore,  Boston  Harbor's  National  Recreation  Area  is  considered  to  be  a 
compatible  land  use. 

Part  of  Massachusetts  Bay,  Boston  Harbor,  touches  six  of  Boston's 
neighborhoods  (East  Boston,  Charlestown,  Downtown,  Fort  Point,  South 
Boston,  and  Dorchester)  and  seven  other  municipalities  (Hull,  Hingham, 
Weymouth,  Quincy,  Chelsea,  Revere,  and  Winthrop).  Linking  the  inner  and 
outer  harbor  are  more  than  thirty  islands  that  range  in  size  from  less  than  one 
acre  to  214  acres  that  together  total  1,200  acres. 


Sec.  1029.  Boston  Harbor  Island  Recreation  Area.  Excerpted  from  P.L.  104-333, 1 1 0  Stat.  4093  the  "Omnibus  Public 
Lands  Management  Act  of  1996." 
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Arnold  Arboretum 

Arnold  Arboretum  located  in  the  Jamaica  Plain  section  of  Boston  is  recognized 
as  the  pre-eminent  institution  in  the  United  States  for  the  study  of  ligneous 
(woody)  plfmts.  Established  in  1872  through  a  bequest  from  the  estate  of  James 
Arnold,  the  Arboretum  has  since  more  than  doubled  in  size  and  has  assembled 
a  collection  of  over  6,000  varieties  of  trees  and  shrubs  from  all  over  the  Northern 
Temperate  Zone.  The  Arboretum  is  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  and  is  a  National  Historic  Landmark. 

Olmsted  Park  System  including  the  Emerald  Necklace  and  Franklin  Park 

The  comprehensive  park  system,  which  Frederick  Law  Olmsted  Sr.  planned  for 
the  City  of  Boston  in  the  late  1870s,  is  one  of  the  nation's  outstanding  examples 
of  a  multi-use  open  space.  Olmsted's  original  plan  for  the  park  system  had  three 
purposes:  to  create  a  much  needed  municipal  open  space  while  solving  an 
engineering  problem;  to  link  annexed  parts  of  the  city  with  its  historic  center; 
and  to  provide  a  variety  of  forms  of  recreation.  The  Emerald  Necklace  includes  a 
series  of  parks  linked  by  continuous  parkways.  It  curves  from  the  mouth  of  the 
Muddy  River  to  Franklin  Park.  The  terminus  of  the  system  is  at  Franklin  Park, 
one  of  Olmsted's  masterpieces.  In  1885,  Olmsted  designed  this  large  rural  park 
especially  for  working  class  people.  The  park,  included  in  the  earliest  schemes 
for  Boston's  park  system  was  financed  in  part  by  a  bequest  made  to  the  City  by 
Benjamin  Franklin.  The  Emerald  Necklace  parks,  including  Franklin  Park,  are 
contributing  elements  to  a  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  historic  district 
and  are  a  Boston  City  Landmark. 


5.4    Air  Quality/Odors 

This  section  contains  a  general  discussion  of  cturent  air  quality  conditions  in  the 
vicinity  of  Logan  and  an  overview  of  regulatory  criteria.  Specifically,  this  material 
includes: 

■  A  summary  of  historic  and  current  air  monitoring  data; 

■  An  explanation  of  agency  roles  and  requirements; 

■  The  characterization  of  airport-related  air  emissions; 

■  An  emissions  inventory/ dispersion  modeUng  results  for  historic  (i.e.,  1993) 
conditions;  and 

■  An  emissions  inventory  for  actual  existing  conditions  in  1998. 


Affected  Environment 


5-35 


Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 


5.4.1        Current  Air  Quality  Conditions  and  Regulatory  Criteria 

5.4.1 .1       Criteria  Air  Pollutants  and  Air  Quality  Standards 

The  US  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  estabhshed  National  Ambient 
Air  Quality  Standards  (NAAQS)  for  the  following  six  "criteria"  pollutants:  carbon 
monoxide  (CO),  nitrogen  dioxide  (NO,),  sulfur  dioxide  (SO,),  particulate  matter 
(PM),  ozone  (O,),  and  lead  (Pb).  The  Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental 
Protection  (DEP)  has  adopted  these  same  standards. 

The  concentrations  of  these  criteria  air  pollutants  serve  as  indicators-of-quality  of  the 
outdoor  (i.e.,  ambient)  atmosphere.  Notably,  some  criteria  pollutants,  like  0„  occur 
regionally  (e.g.,  over  many  square  kilometers);  others,  like  CO,  only  disperse  locally 
(i.e.,  over  several  square  kilometers);  and  some,  like  PM,  have  characteristics  that  can 
be  both  regional  and  local.  Those  that  are  emitted  directly  into  the  atmosphere  are 
called  "primary"  pollutants  (e.g.,  CO  and  PM)  in  contrast  to  "secondary"  pollutants 
(e.g.,  O,),  which  are  produced  in  the  atmosphere  from  precursors  (e.g.,  volatile 
organic  compounds  [VOCs]  and  NO,).  A  general  discussion  of  the  EPA /DEP  six 
criteria  air  pollutants  is  shown  below  in  Table  5.4-1  and  a  detailed  discussion  of  each 
can  be  found  in  Section  5.3-1  of  the  Airside  Project  E>raft  EIS/EIR. 

Table  5.4-1 

Sources  of  Criteria  Pollutants 


Pollutant 

Major  Sources  of  Pollutant 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO) 

Natural  and  manmade;  motor  vehicles;  incomplete  combustion  of  fuels; 

fossil  fuel  combustion  in  utility  and  industrial  boilers. 

Nitrogen  Dioxide  (NO2) 

Natural  and  manmade;  lightning,  forest  fires,  combustion  of  fossil  fuels  in 

motor  vehicles  and  utility/industrial  boilers. 

Particulate  Matter  (PM10,  PM2.5) 

Natural  and  manmade;  emissions  from  fuel  combustion;  open  burning, 

material  handling,  dust  producing  industries,  fugitive  dust;  wind  erosion, 

forest  fires;  sea  spray. 

Sulfur  Dioxide  (SO2) 

Natural  and  manmade  combustion  of  sulfur  bearing  fuels  (coal,  oil, 

gasoline,  diesel)  and  industrial  processes. 

Ozone(03) 

Natural  and  manmade  sources  of  NO2  and  VOCs,  which  are  released 

during  fuel  combustion  in  engines,  electric  power  generation  units  and 

space  heaters,  lead  to  formation  under  certain  atmospheric  conditions. 

Lead  (Pb) 

Burning  of  lead-containing  fuels  and  manufacturing. 
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The  Massachusetts  and  NAAQS  standards  for  these  six  criteria  air  pollutants  are 
summarized  in  Table  5.4-2.  Concentration  units  are  micrograms  of  pollutant  per 
cubic  meter  of  air  (|ig/m').  Notably,  the  one-hour  value  for  NO,  is  a  MA  DEP  policy 
guideline  (not  a  regulatory  standard  in  Massachusetts)  which  is  only  applicable  to 
major  stationary  sources  emitting  over  250  tons /year  of  NO,.  Although  it  is  not 
applicable  to  Logan  in  a  regulatory  sense,  Massport  has  used  this  guideline  value  in 
the  past  in  interpreting  NO,  measurements  taken  at  ctnd  near  runway  ends.  In 
general,  for  standards  based  on  24-hour  (or  less)  averaging  times,  the  second-highest 
concentrations  are  used  to  determine  compliance  with  these  standards.  The  U.S.  EPA 
has  recently  introduced  some  changes  to  the  O,  and  PM  standards,  which  are 
reflected  in  Table  5.4-2. 

5.4.1 .2      Air  Monitoring  Information 

The  MA  DEP,  Division  of  Air  Quality  Control,  Air  Quality  Surveillance  Branch 
maintains  a  network  of  ambient  edr  monitoring  stations  throughout  the 
Commonwealth,  including  three  in  the  general  vicinity  of  Logan.  Measurements  of 
criteria  air  pollutants,  their  precursors,  and  meteorological  condirions  are  recorded  at 
these  stations  on  a  routine  basis. 


Table  5.4-2 

Massachusetts  and  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 


Pollutant 

Averaging  Time 

Standard  (ug/m^) 

CO 

1-hour 

40,000 

8-hours 

10,000 

NO2 

1-houri 

320 

Annual 

100 

PM10  (PM2.5) 

24-hours 

150  (65) 

Annual 

50(15) 

SO2 

3-hours 

1,300  (secondary)  ^ 

24-hours 

365 

Annual 

80 

O3 

1-hour 

235 

8-hours  3 

157 

Lead 

Calendar  quarter  arithmetic  mean 

1.5 

1  DEP  policy  guideline  for  NO2  applicable  only  to  ma|or  stationary  sources. 

2  PMioand  PM2 5  encompass  particulate  matter  with  diameters  less  than  or  equal  to  10  and  2.5  microns,  respectively. 

3  The  status  of  these  standards  is  unsettled  because  of  recent  judicial  action,  but  they  are  still  in  place. 

4  The  PM10  standard  is  based  upon  an  estimated  exceedance  calculation  described  in  Appendix  K  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  of  40 


CFR  Part  50.  The  annual  standard  is  met  if  the  estimated  annual  arithmetic  mean  concentration  does  not  exceed  50 /<g/ml 
5  Secondary  standards  are  set  to  protect  public  welfare. 

Source:    Massachusetts  Air  Quality  Standards,  Title  310,  Section  6.00  and  40  CFR  50.4-50.12. 
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The  closest  of  these  DEP  air  monitoring  stations  to  Logan  is  located  in  East  Boston,  at 
340  Bremen  Street.  Located  adjacent  to  the  northwest  boundary  of  the  airport, 
approximately  0.5  miles  from  Runway  15R,  ambient  concentrations  of  CO,  SO,,  FM^g, 
and  NOx  (NO  and  NO,)  are  recorded  at  this  site  (see  Figure  5.4-1  for  location). 
Another  MA  DEP  station  is  located  at  the  eastern  portal  of  the  Sumner/Callahan 
Tunnels  (approximately  0.5  miles  from  Logan).  This  station  will  pick  up  CO  levels 
from  vehicles,  including  airport-related,  passing  into  and  out  of  the  turvnels.  The  next 
closest  DEP  monitoring  station  is  located  on  Powder  Horn  Hill  in  Chelsea.  This  is  the 
closest  O3  monitor  to  Logan  Airport.  NO,  and  SO,  are  also  monitored  at  this  site. 

A  synopsis  of  the  most  recent  monitoring  data  for  these  stations  is  provided  in 
Table  5.4-3.  As  shown,  there  have  been  no  violations  of  the  NAAQS  at  the 
monitoring  stations  for  any  criteria  air  pollutant  in  at  least  the  past  five  years. 

The  following  summaries  generally  describe  these  data. 

■  Carbon  Monoxide.  CO  is  an  air  pollutant  characterized  by  ambient 
concentrations  that  correlate  closely  with  local  motor  vehicle  traffic  and 
meteorological  conditions.  As  a  result,  the  Bremen  Street  station  shows  some 
variability  in  both  the  one-  and  eight-hour  CO  concentrations  over  the  past  five 
years.  This  is  likely  attributable  to  the  influences  of  traffic,  wind,  and  temperature 
in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  monitor.  CO  concentrations  at  the 

Sumner /Callahan  Tunnels  site  are  also  heavily  influenced  by  motor  vehicle  traffic 
passing  into  and  out  of  the  tunnel.  Airport-related  vehicles  constitute 
approximately  one-half  the  total  tunnel  traffic.  Notwithstanding  the  above,  CO 
levels  at  these  two  locations  have  remained  well  within  the  one-  and  eight-hour 
NAAQS  over  the  past  several  years. 

■  Nitrogen  Dioxide.  The  monitoring  data  from  the  Bremen  Street  site  show  neither 
an  upward  nor  downward  trend  in  NO,  over  the  past  several  years.  This  is 
reflected  in  both  the  one-hour  and  annual  mean  concentrations. 

■  Particulate  Matter.  With  only  one  exception,  the  highest  24-hour  PMj^, 
concentrations  at  the  Bremen  Street  site  have  not  exhibited  a  wide  variability  over 
the  past  few  years.  The  annual  mean  PMj^  levels  similarly  have  not  changed 
substantially  over  time.  Although  the  PM,  5  monitoring  program  has  begun,  the 
measurements  are  not  yet  available  through  the  EPA.  The  PM,  5  and  eight-hour  O, 
standiu-ds  have  been  the  subject  of  litigation,  which  is  described  in  Section  5.4.1.3. 

■  Sulfur  Dioxide.  Since  1993,  SO,  levels  exhibit  slight  downward  trends  at  the 
Bremen  Street  and  Chelsea  Station  sites. 
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■    Ozone.  O,  is  not  measured  at  the  Bremen  Street  station.  The  closest  MA  DEP 
ozone  monitor  to  Logan  is  located  at  the  Soldiers  Home  on  Powder  Horn  Hill  in 
Chelsea,  Massachusetts,  approximately  1.5  miles  to  the  northwest.  However,  as 
previously  discussed,  O,  is  a  regional  air  pollutant.  Therefore,  the  monitoring  data 
collected  at  the  Chelsea  site  is  considered  representative  of  O,  concentrations 
throughout  the  Chelsea/  East  Boston  area.  As  shown  in  Table  5.4-3,  between  1993 
and  1997  the  second  highest  one-hour  O,  concentrations  have  followed  a 
downward  trend.  This  trend  turned  slightly  upward  in  1998.  Notably,  no 
violations  at  the  NAAQS  for  O,  have  been  recorded  at  this  site  since  1992.  Not 
enough  data  for  the  eight-hour  averaging  time  are  available  to  establish  a  trend. 
Data  from  1997  to  1999  will  be  used  to  evaluate  the  area's  compliance  with  the 
eight-hour  standard,  should  this  standard  be  implemented  and  become 
enforceable  by  the  EPA. 


Massport  NO2  Monitoring  Program 

Since  1982,  Massport  has  collected  ambient  NO,  data  using  diffusion  tubes  at  up  to  " 
27  locations  (on-  and  off-airport)  in  the  vicinity  of  Logan.  An  analysis  of  the  most 
recent  results  and  historic  trends  can  be  foimd  in  the  2999  Environmental  Status  and 
Planning  Rqyort  (ESPR).  The  highest  NO,  concentrations  recorded  in  the  communities 
occur  in  locations  that  are  likely  not  affected  by  emissions  from  Logan.  For  example, 
the  station  with  the  highest  NO,  concentration  in  1997^^  was  at  Maverick  Square  and 
the  elevated  levels  are  likely  due  to  the  heavy  motor  vehicle  traffic  in  the 
Sumner /Callahan  Tunnels,  Maverick  Square  and  local  traffic  nearby.  No  violations 
of  the  NAAQS  have  been  recorded  at  any  of  the  off-airport  sites  and  residential 
communities. 

Soot  Measurements 

In  response  to  complaints  raised  by  residents  living  near  Logan  regarding  soot  and 
oily  deposits,  Massport  commissioned  two  separate,  but  complementary,  scientific 
studies  to  help  establish  the  exact  nature  of  this  atmospheric  fallout,  the  results  of 
these  studies  are  presented  in  Section  5.3.1.3  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft 
EIS/EIR.17,18 

Odor  Assessment 

Massport  has  also  conducted  an  assessment  of  odor  complaints  received  from 
communities  surrounding  the  airport,  the  results  of  which  can  be  found  in 
Section  5.3.1.2  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR. 


16    Year  for  which  information  is  most  recently  available. 

"    Community  Impact  of  Aircraft  Particle  Emissions,  prepared  by  TRC  Environmental  Corporation,  presented  to  Massport, 

Logan  International  Airport,  January  1997. 
'8    Soof  Deposition  Study:  Logan  Airport  and  Surrounding  Communities,  prepared  for  Massport,  prepared  by  KM  Chng 

Environmental,  Inc.,  January  1997. 
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Table  5.4-3 

DEP  Air  Monitoring  Data  Summary 


Pollutant  Averaging  Time  1993     1994      1995     1996      1997     1998  Standard^) 


Bremen  Street  Statlon(2) 


NO2  (ppm) 

2nd  Highest  1  Hour'3) 

0.09 

0.09 

0.09 

0.12 

0.08 

0.028 

0.17 

Annual  Mean 

0.032 

0.030 

0.027 

0.028 

0.027 

0.08 

0.053 

CO  (ppm) 

2nd  Highest  1-Hour 

3 

5 

4 

3 

4 

3 

9 

2nd  Highest  8-Hour 

7 

7 

6 

6 

5 

5 

35 

PM10  (^ig/m3) 

2nd  Highest  24-Hour<4) 

45 

48 

52 

41 

48 

49 

150 

Annual  Mean<''> 

21 

23 

21 

21 

21 

23 

50 

SO2  (ppm) 

2nd  Highest  3-Hour 

0.06 

0.07 

0.05 

0.07 

0.05 

0.05 

0.50 

2nd  Highest  24-Hour 

0.03 

0.04 

0.02 

0.03 

0.03 

0.02 

0.14 

Annual  Mean 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.03 

Chelsea  Station'^) 

NO2  (ppm) 

2nd  Highest  1-Hour 

0.08 

0.09 

0.08 

0.09 

0.08 

0.023 

0.017 

Annual  Mean 

0.025 

0.026 

0.023 

0.025 

0.022 

0.09 

0.053 

O3  (ppm) 

2nd  Highest  1-Hour(6) 

0.11 

0.11 

0.11 

0.09 

0.09 

0.10 

0.12 

Highest  8-Hour(7) 

0.08 

0.08 

0.09 

0.087 

0.08 

SO2  (ppm) 

2nd  Highest  3-hour 

0.07 

0.07 

0.21 

0.19 

0.09 

0.05 

0.50 

2nd  Highest  24-Hour 

0.04 

0.04 

0.03 

0.04 

0.05 

0.03 

0.14 

Annual  Mean 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.03 

Sumner/Callahan  Tunnels^ 

CO  (ppm) 

2nd  Highest  1-Hour 

7 

8 

5 

7 

5 

3 

35 

2nd  Highest  8-Hour 

4 

5 

3 

3 

4 

4 

9 

Notes:     1       National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards,  except  lor  ttie  case  of  the  1  -hour  NOs  level,  which  is  a  MA  DEP  policy  guideline 

applicable 


only  to  major  stationary  sources. 

2  Located  at  340  Bremen  Street,  East  Boston. 

3  As  stated  previously,  the  second-highest  concentrations  are  used  to  determine  NAAQS  compliance  for  this  averaging  time. 

4  Based  on  Pf^io  data;  PMz  s  data  are  unavailable. 

5  Located  at  Soldiers  Home,  Powder  Horn  Hill,  Chelsea. 

6  Based  on  1  -hour  O3  measurements. 

7  Data  from  years  before  1995  are  unavailable  for  this  averaging  time.  The  standard  states  that  the  average  of  the  annual  4*  highest 
daily  8-hour  maximum  over  a  three-year  penod  is  not  to  exceed  0.08  ppm.  Therefore,  a  single  exceedance  does  not  constitute 

a  violation  of  the  standards.  This  standard  is  not  currently  enforceable,  although  it  remains  in  place. 

8  Located  at  portal  to  Sumner  Tunnel  at  Visconti  Street. 
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5.4.1.3      Attainment/Non-attainment  Designations 

In  accordance  with  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA),  all  areas  within  the  State  of 
Massachusetts  are  designated  as  either  attainment,  non-attainment,  unclassifiable, 
or  maintenance  with  respect  to  the  NAAQS.  Simply  stated,  areas  that  meet  the 
NAAQS  are  designated  as  attainment.  Conversely,  areas  that  have  violated  the 
NAAQS  are  designated  as  non-attainment.  Classifications  (or  degrees)  of  non- 
attainment  areas  are  also  given  as  extreme,  severe,  serious,  and  moderate.  Areas 
where  data  are  insufficient  for  classification  as  either  attainment  or  non-attainment 
are  designated  as  unclassifiable.  Finally,  areas  that  have  been  re-designated  from 
nonattainment  to  attainment  since  1990  are  labeled  maintenance. 

As  shown  in  Table  5.4-4,  the  airshed  around  Logan  is  designated  by  MA  DEP  as  an 
attainment  area  for  CO,  NO,,  SO,,  PMj„,  and  Pb  meaning  that  the  NAAQS  for  these 
five  criteria  air  pollutants  are  being  met.  As  explained  below,  the  study  area  is 
classified  as  a  nonattainment  area  for  Oy 

In  June  1999,  the  Boston-Lawrence-Worcester  area  was  identified  as  an  area  that 
attains  the  one-hour  ozone  standard  and,  as  such,  an  area  where  the  one-hour 
standard  no  longer  applies.  A  May  1999  D.C.  Circuit  Court  case,  however, 
questioned  the  EPA's  authority  to  set  the  new  ozone  and  particulate  matter 
standards.  Because  of  this  case,  the  EPA  had  no  authority  to  implement  the  eight- 
hour  standard,  which  applied  once  the  one-hour  standard  was  attained.  In  order  to 
provide  some  form  of  ozone  standard,  the  EPA  reinstated  the  one-hour  ozone 
standard  nationwide.  In  doing  this,  the  EPA  designated  attainment  classifications  for 
nearly  3,000  counties,  including  Suffolk  County,  which  has  been  reclassified  as 
serious  nonattainment.  At  the  Chelsea  monitoring  station  (1.5  miles  northwest  of 
Logan),  the  last  exceedance  of  the  1-hour  O,  standard  occurred  in  1991.  On  February 
27,  2001,  the  Supreme  Court  rejected  the  D.C.  Circuit  Court's  findings  and  upheld  the 
EPA's  authority  to  set  the  revised  O,  and  PM,  5  standards.  However,  the  revised 
standards  are  not  immediatelv  subject  to  implementation  because  the  Supreme  Court 
is  requiring  the  EPA  to  revisit  its  implementation  policy,  specifically  for  O,.  The  EPA 
must  develop  a  reasonable  interpretation  of  the  non-attainment  implementation 
provisions  of  the  CAA. 


Year  for  which  information  is  most  recently  available. 
Year  for  which  information  is  most  recently  available. 

Community  Impact  of  Aircraft  Particle  Emissions,  prepared  by  TRC  Environmental  Corporation,  presented  to  Massport, 
Logan  Intemational  Airport,  January  1997. 

Soot  Deposition  Study:  Logan  Airport  and  Surrounding  Communities,  prepared  for  ttflassport,  prepared  by:  KM  Chng 
Environmental,  Inc.,  January  1997. 
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Table  5.4-4 

Attainment/Non-Attainment  Designations  for  the  Boston  Area^ 

Pollutant  Designation  Classification 


Carbon  monoxide  (CO) 

Attainment 

N/A 

Sulfur  dioxide  (SO2) 

Attainment 

N/A 

Ozone  (O3) 

Non-attainment 

Serious 

Nitrogen  dioxide  (NO2) 

Attainment 

N/A 

Particulate  matter  (PM10) 

Attainment 

N/A 

Lead  (Pb) 

Attainment 

N/A 

1  Designated  area  Is  Boston-Lawrence-Worcester. 
N/A    not  applicable. 


The  Massachusetts  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  for  O,  identifies  the  strategies 
that  have  been,  and  will  be,  implemented  to  reduce  emissions  of  VOCs  and  NOx  to 
target  levels  needed  to  achieve  compliance.  In  the  Boston  area,  the  Boston 
Metropolitan  Planning  Organization  (MPO)  works  closely  with  the  MA  DEP  to 
develop  and  update  the  SIP,  Rate-of-Progress  Plans  and  other  supporting  materials. 
In  addition,  the  MPO  is  responsible  for  implementing  the  emissions  reduction 
strategies  presented  in  the  SIP  in  this  area.  As  a  member  of  the  Boston  MPO, 
Massport  plays  a  key  role  in  this  process.  For  example,  all  of  Massport's  planning 
efforts  are  developed  to  be  consistent  with  the  policies  in  the  SIP  including  the  East 
Boston /Logan  parking  freezes. 


5.4.2        Sources  of  Air  Emissions 


5.4.2.1      Airport-Related  Sources  of  Air  Emissions 

In  general  terms,  the  primary  sources  of  ciir  emissions  at  major  air  carrier  airports 
such  as  Logan  are  aircraft,  ground  service  equipment  (GSE),  and  motor  vehicles. 
Other  sources  include  fuel  storage  facilities  and  transfer  operations,  a  variety  of  other 
stationary  sources  (e.g.,  space  heating,  emergency  electrical  generahon,  food 
preparation),  and  construction  activities.  Table  5.4-5  provides  a  listing  of  air 
emissions  sources  at  Logan,  the  pollutants  emitted,  and  their  general  characteristics. 
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These  emissions  are  described  in  greater  detail  in  the  Airside  Project  E>raft  EIS/EIR, 
Section  5.3.2.1.  The  amounts  of  emissions  generated  by  these  sources  are  given  later 
in  Sections  5.4.3.2  and  6.4.2  in  the  form  of  existing  and  future-year  air  emission 
inventories. 

5.4.2.2      Modeled  Emissions 

For  the  purposes  of  evaluating  the  air  quality  impacts  attributable  to  a  project,  it  is 
important  to  distinguish  between  "direct"  and  "indirect"  emissions.  Direct  emissions 
are  generally  defined  as  air  poUutamts,  or  their  precursors  that  are  caused  directly  by 
the  project,  including  its  construction,  and  occur  at  the  same  time  and  place  as  the 
achon.  Aircraft  taxi,  takeoff  roll,  landing,  and  delay  periods;  GSE;  fuel  storage  and 
distribution  facilities;  on-site  motor  vehicle  traffic;  and  stationary  point  sources  (i.e., 
steam  boilers  and  electrical  generators)  are  all  potential  generators  of  direct 
emissions. 

By  comparison,  indirect  emissions  are  caused  by  the  project,  but 

■  Occur  later  in  time, 

■  Are  removed  in  distance,  and 

■  Are  reasonably  foreseeable. 

Examples  may  include  off-site  airport-related  motor  vehicle  traffic.  All  other 
emissions,  such  as  those  from  non-airport  motor  vehicle  traffic  or  ancillary 
development  are  considered  incidental,  or  "background"  as  they  are  not  caused  by 
the  project  and  are  not  controllable  or  anticipated  by  the  sponsor. 
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Table  5.4-5 

Sources  of  Air  Emissions 


Sources 


Emission(s) 


Characteristics 


Aircraft 


Ground  sen/ice  vehicles  and 
equipment 


Fuel  storage  and  transfer 
facilities 


Space  tieating  and  emergency 
electrical  generation  facilities 


Motor  vefiicles 


Construction  activities 


Carbon  monoxide 

Volatile  organic 
compounds 

Nitrogen  oxides 

Particulate  matter 

Carbon  monoxide 

Volatile  organic 
compounds 

Nitrogen  oxides 

Particulate  matter 

Volatile  organic 
compounds 

Carbon  monoxide 

Volatile  organic 
compounds 

Nitrogen  oxides 

Particulate  matter 

Sulfur  dioxide 

Carbon  monoxide 

Volatile  organic 
compounds 

Nitrogen  oxides 

Particulate  matter 

Sulfur  dioxide 

Carbon  monoxide 

Volatile  organic 
compounds 

Nitrogen  oxides 

Particulate  matter 

Sulfur  dioxide 


Exhaust  products  of  fuel  combustion  which  vary  greatly  depending  on  aircraft  engine 
type,  power  setting,  and  period  of  operation.  Except  for  short  periods  of  take-off  and 
approach,  aircraft  altitude  precludes  measurable  off-site  ground  level  impacts. 


Exhaust  products  of  fuel  combustion  (diesel,  gasoline,  and  natural  gas)  from  sen/ice 
trucks,  tow  tugs,  belt  loaders,  and  other  portable  equipment. 


Formed  from  the  evaporation  and  vapor  displacement  of  fuel  from  storage  tanks  and  fuel 
transfer  facilities.  Emissions  vary  with  fuel  use,  type  of  storage  tank,  refueling  method, 
fuel  type,  vapor  recovery  system,  climate,  and  ambient  temperature. 

Exhaust  products  of  fossil  fuel  combustion  from  boilers  dedicated  to  indoor  heating 
requirements  and  emissions  from  incinerators  used  for  waste  reduction.  Emissions  are 
permitted  by  MA  DEP,  and  are  generally  well  controlled  with  operational  techniques  and 
post-burn  collection  methods. 


Exhaust  products  of  fuel  combustion  from  passenger,  employee,  and  cargo  traffic 
approaching,  departing,  and  moving  about  the  airport  site.  Emissions  vary  greatly 
depending  on  vehicle  type,  distance  traveled,  operating  speed,  and  ambient  conditions. 
On-site  emissions  are  confined  to  access/egress  roadways  and  parking  facilities. 


Dust  (e.g.,  soil  and  concrete)  generated  during  construction  and  land-clearing  activities 
released  into  the  air  by  wind  and  machinery.  The  amount  of  particulate  emissions  varies 
with  the  material  type,  the  amount  of  area  exposed,  wind,  rain,  and  the  use  of  Best 
Management  Practices  to  reduce  fugitive  dust.  Also  includes  emissions  from 
construction  vehicle  exhaust. 


5.4.2.3      Previous  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessments 

The  assessment  of  air  quality  impacts  associated  with  Logan  is  an  ongoing  process 
that  is  continually  updated.  Table  5.4-6  summarizes  some  important  mileposts  in  this 
process. 
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The  results  contained  in  these  studies  compare  favorably  with  each  other  largely 
because  forecasts  of  aircraft  operations  were  generedly  consistent.  Any  differences  in 
the  results  are  attributable  to  updated  emission  factors,  fleet  mix  characteristics, 
and /or  ground-based  delay  periods.  Moreover,  there  were  no  significant  increases  in 
airport-related  emissions  and  no  predicted  violations  of  any  NAAQS. 


Table  5.4-6 

Previous  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessments 


Project/Assessment 

Analyses 

Logan  Airside  Project  Improvements  Feasibility 

Simulation  of  1993  and  1999  conditions  using  ttie  Logan  Dispersion  Modeling  System  to  predict 

Study  -  Ptiase  1  Report 

ambient  levels  of  CO,  HC,  NO2,  PM10,  and  odor  at  six  community  receptors. 

Logan  GEIR  1994/5;  Annual  Updates  1993  and 

Annually  updated  air  emission  inventories  of  VOCs,  NOx,  and  CO  from  all  Logan  sources  and 

1996-98 

calculated  both  on  and  off  the  airport  for  the  years  1 987, 1 990, 1 993-97, 1 999  and  201 0. 

1991/1992  Final  Logan  GEIR  (1993) 

In  addition  to  analysis  listed  above,  microscale  atmospheric  dispersion  modeling  for  CO  at  several 

Logan  receptors  and  receptors  in  the  surrounding  communities. 

Logan  Growth  and  Impact  Control  (LOGIC) 

Emission  inventories  and  atmospheric  dispersion  modeling  for  1987  and  2010. 

Study(1993) 

West  Garage  Project  Draft  and  Final  EIR  (1994 

Emission  inventories  for  1993, 1996,  and  1999;  microscale  CO  dispersion  modeling  for  landside 

and  1995) 

motor  vehicle  traffic. 

International  Gateway  Draft  and  Final  EIR  and 

Used  future  year  emissions  inventories  of  all  Logan  airside-related  sources  and  determined  that 

Environmental  Assessment  (1996) 

reduced  hardstand  use  resulted  in  air  quality  benefits. 

5.4.3        Existing  and  Historic  Air  Emissions  and  Dispersion 

In  order  to  establish  a  benchmark  of  existing  air  quality  impacts  associated  with 
Logan,  an  air  emission  inventory  and  atmospheric  dispersion  modeling  was 
conducted  for  1993  conditions.  This  procedure  is  consistent  with  FAA  guidelines  for 
preparing  an  EIS  and  meets  the  MEPA  requirements  for  this  project.  Essentially,  this 
analysis  permits  the  comparison  of  future  year  forecasts  to  current  year  conditions. 

The  approach  for  conducting  this  work  is  summarized  below  followed  by  separate 
presentations  of  the  emission  inventory  and  dispersion  modeling  results. 

5.4.3.1      Assessment  Approach 

The  approach  for  quantifying  the  Airside  Project  1993  baseline  air  quality  conditions 
was  subdivided  into  two  elements:  an  emissions  inventory  £md  atmospheric 
dispersion  modeling. 
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The  emissions  inventory  serves  several  purposes:  First,  the  various  sources  of  air 
emissions  identified  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  Section  5.4.2.1  (i.e.,  aircraft, 
ground  service  equipment,  motor  vehicles,  fuel  facilities,  etc.)  are  individually 
quimtified,  thus  apportioning  the  relative  contribution  of  each  source.  Second,  the 
results  are  compared  to  other  previous  analyses  discussed  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  Section  5.4.2.3  in  order  to  insure  consistency  among  the  various 
assessments.  Third,  when  compared  to  future  yeeir  condihons  (presented  in  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  Section  6.4.2)  the  effect  of  growth  and,  more 
importantly,  the  Airside  Project  on  air  emissions  can  be  evaluated.  Finally,  the 
emissions  inventory  serves  as  important  input  to  the  atmospheric  dispersion  model. 

Because  the  emission  inventory  results  are  not  directly  comparable  to  the  NAAQS, 
atmospheric  dispersion  modeling  is  also  conducted.  Using  the  emission  inventory 
data,  combined  with  a  full  year  of  meteorological  data,  predictions  of  ambient 
pollutant  concentrations  are  made. 

The  Logan  Dispersion  Modeling  System  and  FA  A/EPA  methods  were  used  to 
develop  the  emission  inventories  and  perform  the  dispersion  modeling.  The 
modeling  input  parameters,  assumptions  and  assessment  methods  are  described  in 
detail  in  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  Section  6.4. 

5.4.3.2      1993  Historic  Modeled  and  1998  Actual  Condition  Emissions 
Inventories 

This  section  presents  the  results  of  the  emissions  inventory  for  the  1993  Historic 
Modeled  Condition,  followed  by  the  results  of  the  emissions  inventory  for  the  1998 
Actual  Condition. 

The  results  of  the  Airside  1993  Historic  Modeled  Condition  emissions  inventory  for 
Logan  are  contained  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  Table  5.4-7.  For 
comparison,  the  GEIR  results  for  1993  are  also  shown.  The  results  of  the  1998  Annual 
Update  Emissions  Inventory  are  shown  in  Table  5.4-8.  Given  in  units  of  kilograms 
(kg)  per  day  (1  kg  =  2.2  pounds),  emission  totals  are  given  for  the  pollutants  CO, 
NOx,  and  VOCs  for  both  1993  and  1998  and  for  PM,„  in  1993.  For  ease  in  viewing 
these  data.  Figures  5.4-2  and  5.4-3  provide  illustrative  summaries  in  the  form  of  pie- 
charts  of  the  1993  and  1998  Emissions  Inventories,  respectively. 

As  shown  for  both  1993  and  1998,  aircraft  and  GSE  constitute  the  two  largest  sources 
of  CO  at  Logan,  each  representing  between  41  and  44  percent,  respectively,  of  the 
total  in  both  years.  Airport-related  motor  vehicles,  which  represent  the  third  largest 
CO  source,  contributed  ten  percent  of  the  total  CO  in  both  1993  and  1998.  Other 
sources  are  negligible  in  both  years. 
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Aircraft  also  constitute  the  majority  (approximately  75  and  80  percent,  respectively) 
of  the  NOx  emissions  in  1993  and  1998.  This  is  primarily  attributable  to  high-power 
operating  modes  (i.e.,  take  off  and  climbout).  GSE  and  airport-related  motor  vehicles 
are  again  the  second  and  third  largest  sources  of  NOx  emissions,  respectively,  in  both 
years. 


Table  5.4-7 

1993  Modeled  Condition  Emissions  Inventory  for  Logan  (kg/day)^ 


Source  Categories 

CO 

NOx 

voc 

PMio^ 

Aircraft  ^ 

7,060 

3,811 

2,410 

208 

Service  Vehicles 

6,613 

651 

565 

12 

Airport-Related  Motor  Vehicles 

Parking/Curbside 

879 

25 

63 

<1 

On-airport  motor  vehicle  sources 

1,465 

237 

215 

J3 

Total  IVIotor  Vehicle  Sources 

2,344 

262 

278 

13 

Other  Sources 

Fuel  storage/handling 

0 

0 

408 

0 

Miscellaneous  sources 

26 

278 

_5 

8 

Total  Other  Sources 

26 

278 

143 

_8 

Total  Airport  Sources 

16,043 

5,002 

3,666 

241 

(tpy) 

(6,454) 

(2,012) 

(1,475) 

(97) 

1993  Data  from  GE/ffs 

17,704 

5,964 

4,501 

N/A 

(tpy) 

(7,122) 

(2,399) 

(1,811) 

1  For  consistency  with  previous  analyses,  units  of  kg/day  are  used.  1  kg/day  is  equal  to  0.4023  tons  per  year  (tpy). 

2  Assumes  all  PM  emissions  are  PMio 

3  Includes  air  carriers,  commuter,  cargo,  and  general  aviation  aircraft  tfiroughout  tfie  entire  landingAake-off  cycle  (i.e.. 


approach  landing,  taxi-in,  taxi-out,  take-off,  and  climb-out,  including  any  delay  periods). 

4  Includes  the  central  heating/cooling  plant  and  emergency  electricity  generation. 

5  )  997  Annual  Update,  Logan  Airport  GEIR,  August  1 998.  Not  included  in  1998  Annual  Update. 
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Table  5.4-8 

1998  Annual  Update  Emissions  Inventory  for  Logan  (kg/day) 


Source  Categories 

CO 

NOx 

voc 

Aircraft ' 

5,577 

4,685 

1,648 

Service  Vehicles  ^ 

5,787 

608 

496 

Airport-Related  Motor  Vehicles 

Parking/Curbside 

587 

24 

102 

On-airport  motor  vehicle  sources  ^ 

1,332 

252 

212 

Total  Motor  Vehicle  Sources 

1,919 

276 

314 

Other  Sources 

Fuel  storage/handling 

0 

0 

372 

Miscellaneous  sources  ■* 

37 

284 

_2 

Total  Other  Sources 

37 

284 

374 

Total  Airport  Sources 

13,320 

5,853 

2,832 

(tpy) 

(5,359) 

(2,355) 

(1,139) 

1      Includes  air  carriers,  commuter,  cargo,  and  general  aviation  aircraft  throughout  the  entire  landing/take-off  cycle  (e.g., 


approach  landing,  taxi-in,  taxi-out,  take-off,  and  climb-out,  including  any  delay  periods). 

2  Includes  vehicles  and  equipment  converted  to  alternative  fuels. 

3  Includes  through  traffic  from  the  Ted  Williams  Tunnel  not  destined  for  Logan  Airport. 

4  Includes  the  Central  Heating  and  Cooling  Plant  and  emergency  electricity  generation. 

Similarly,  aircraft  emissions  of  VOCs  represent  65  and  58  percent  of  the  airport  total 
in  1993  and  1998,  respectively,  followed  by  GSE  at  15  percent  in  1993  and  18  percent 
in  1998.  Fuel  storage  and  transfer  operations,  classified  under  "other  sources,"  emit 
roughly  11  percent  of  the  total  VOCs  in  1993  and  13  percent  in  1998.  Emissions  of 
PM,Q  in  1993  are  generated  primarily  by  aircraft  (86  percent)  followed  by  motor 
vehicles,  GSE,  and  other  sources. 

When  compared  to  the  1993  emissions  inventory  as  presented  in  the  1997  Annual 
Update,  the  Airside  Project  results  are  lower.  This  difference  arises  from  the 
availability  of  updated  emission  factors  for  aircraft,  service  vehicles,  and  motor 
vehicles  and  the  refined  assessment  of  airfield  operational  condihons  developed  in 
support  of  this  Airside  Project  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
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Figure  5.4-2 

1993  Baseline  Emission  Inventory 
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1998  Annual  Update  Emission  Inventory 


5-51 


Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 


Off-site  motor  vehicle  emissions  associated  with  Logan  were  computed  separately 
and  are  presented  in  Table  5.4-9.  Representative  of  "indirect  emissions,"  this  source  is 
subdivided  into  two  categories:  (1)  Motor  vehicle  emissions  generated  on  local  streets 
within  the  East  Boston  Area  and  (2)  emissions  generated  by  motor  vehicles  traveling 
to  and  from  the  airport  on  major  regional  highways  and  arterials.'  For  comparative 
purposes,  emissions  attributable  to  non-airport-related  motor  vehicles  on  these  same 
roadway  networks  are  also  shown.  These  off-site  motor  vehicle  emissions  were 
computed  from  traffic  data  contained  in  the  1994/95  GEIR  and  MOBILESb  emission 
factors. 


Table  5.4-9 

1993  Off-site  Motor  Vehicle  Emissions  (kg/day) 


Source  Categories  CO  NOx  VOC  PMio^ 


East  Boston  Study  Area^ 


Airport-related  motor  vehicles 

1,162 

158 

166 

23 

Other  vehicles 

3,413 

410 

476 

23 

Total  East  Boston  Study  Area 

4,575 

568 

642 

32 

Regional  Study  Area^ 

Airport-related  motor  vehicles 

5,195 

1,300 

765 

61 

Other  vehicles 

61,231 

15,244 

9,019 

Zll 

Total  Regional  Study  Area 

66,426 

16,544 

9,784 

772 

Total  airport-related  vehicles 

6,357 

1,458 

931 

70 

Total  other  vehicles 

64,644 

15,654 

9,495 

734 

Total  All  Vehicles 

71,001 

17,112 

10,426 

804 

(tpy) 

(28,564) 

(6,884) 

(4,194) 

(323) 

1  Airport-related  motor  vetiicles  using  local  East  Boston  streets. 

2  Assumes  all  PM  emissions  are  PMio 

3  Airport-related  motor  vetiicles  on  major  regional  arterials. 
Note;  Not  conducted  for  the  1998  Annual  Update. 


^    The  regional  study  area  for  the  air  quality  assessment  includes  access  routes  to  Logan  Airport  and  major  highways  that  are 
significant  carriers  of  airport-related  traffic.  Roadways  include  Route  1  (north  of  Boston);  l-93/Route  3  (south  of  Boston);  and 
1-90/  Massachusetts  Turnpike  (west  of  Boston).  The  limits  of  the  regional  study  area  for  vehicle  travel  analyses  are  defined  by 
the  intersection  of  these  radial  highways  with  l-95/Route  128. 
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5.4.3.3      Dispersion  Model  Results  for  1 993 

For  the  purposes  of  this  assessment,  ambient  levels  of  air  pollutants  were  predicted 
at  12  community  sites  (receptors)  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airport.  (See  Figure  5.4-1  for 
receptor  locations.)  Using  the  Logan  Dispersion  Modeling  System  (LDMS)  and  1993 
local  meteorological  data,  the  model  results  were  combined  with  appropriate 
"background"  concentrations  to  obtain  these  levels.  For  ease  in  assimilating  these 
findings,  only  the  highest  levels  predicted  from  among  all  12  receptors  are  reported 
in  Table  5.4-10.  Even  these  fall  below  the  NAAQS.  Appendix  F  provides  a  complete 
presentation  of  dispersion  modeling  results.  A  comparison  between  LDMS  and  the 
FAA's  Emissions  Dispersion  Modeling  System  (EDMS)  is  provided  in  Section  6.4.1, 
of  Chapter  6,  Environmental  Consequences. 

Exceptions  to  this  reporting  technique  are  the  reported  ozone  and  odor  indicator 
levels,  which  are  given  as  spatially  averaged  values.  The  highest  spatial  average  of 
24-hour  VOC  concentrations  (as  ozone  indicators)  are  not  predicted  to  be  higher  than 
20  ((ig/m3).  One-hour  VOC  levels  (as  odor  indicators)  are  shown  to  be  below  121 
(fag/m3).  There  are  no  NAAQS  for  these  pollutants.  Rather,  these  results  will  be  used 
in  Section  6.4  for  comparison  to  future  year  conditions  with  and  without  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 

Table  5.4-10 

1993  Dispersion  Model  Results  Summary 


Pollutant/Parameter<i' 

Community  Air 
Concentration 

(|ig/m3) 

Air  Quality 
Standard 

(|ig/m3) 

CO,  1 -hour  1 

6,840 

40,000 

CO,  8-hour ' 

3,311 

10,000 

NO2, 1-hour' 

257 

320 

NO2,  annual,  highest 

60 

100 

PMio,  24-hour  ^ 

50 

150 

PM10,  annual,  highest 

23 

50 

Ozone  indicator.  Total  VOCs,  24-hour,  spatially-averaged  highs 

20 

N/A 

Odor  indicator,  Aircraft  Idle  Mode  VOCs,  1-hour,  spatially-averaged 

121 

N/A 

highs 

1       The  "highest  second  high"  data  are  provided  as  the  maximum  value  detemiined  by  taking  the  second  highest  value  of  the  dispersion  modeling 

results  at  each  receptor  and  then  reporting  the  maximum  value  for  that  data  set  of  tvi/elve.  (Background  levels  are  included). 
N/A    There  are  no  standards  applicable  to  this  pollutant,  which  is  used  as  an  indicator  of  potential  ozone  or  odor  formation. 
Note:  Not  conducted  for  the  1998  Annual  Update. 


Affected  Environment 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 


5.5    Biotic  Communities 


Biotic  Communities  refers  to  the  vegetation  communities,  water  resources,  and 
wildlife  habitats  of  em  area.  The  ecosystems  of  the  project  area  consist  primarily  of 
the  upland  vegetative  communities  associated  with  the  Logan  airfield.  The  urban 
character  of  the  project  area  limits  the  extent  of  upland  vegetation,  and  hence, 
wildlife  habitat. 


Vegetation  occurring  on  the  airfield,  including  the  area  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway 
and  other  vegetated  areas  proposed  for  construction,  is  primarily  herbaceous,  with 
some  areas  of  sparse  vegetation  and  bare  ground.  Herbaceous  vegetation  is  regularly 
mowed  to  a  maximum  height  of  approximately  6  inches.  The  plant  community 
consists  of  grasses  and  forbs  characteristic  of  lawns,  fields,  and  upland  coastal 
habitats. 


While  federal  and  state-regulated  wetlands  do  occur  along  the  perimeter  of  the 
airfield  (see  Figure  5.1-2),  no  elements  of  the  Airside  Project  improvements,  require 
work  in  these  wetland  resource  areas,  although  certain  of  the  alternatives  would 
unavoidably  require  construction  in  the  buffer  zone. 

The  rock-faced  bulkhead  that  forms  the  southern  boundary  of  Logan  is  considered  a 
Coastal  Baiik  under  the  Massachusetts  Wetlands  Protection  Act  (MGL  Chapter  131, 
Section  40)  and  associated  regulations  (310  CMR  10.00  et.  seq.).  As  defined  at 
310  CMR  10.30(2),  Coastal  Banks  are  "the  seaward  face  or  side  of  any  elevated 
landfomn,  other  than  a  coastal  dune,  which  lies  at  the  landward  edge  of  a  coastal 
beach,  land  subject  to  tidal  action,  or  other  wetland." 

The  coastal  bank  is  significant  to  storm  damage  prevention  and  flood  control.  At 
Logan,  this  coastal  bank  was  initially  constructed  to  confine  materials  placed  as  fill 
for  the  airfield.  The  bank  continues  to  provide  storm  damage  protection  along  this 
edge  of  the  airfield.  The  top  of  the  bank  is  above  the  100-year  flood  elevation,  which 
is  10  feet  above  mean  sea  level  for  Boston  Harbor. 

Land  within  100  feet  of  the  coastal  bank  is  designated  as  the  "buffer  zone,"  and 
extends  the  length  of  the  coastal  bank  for  the  perimeter  of  the  airfield.  In  the  area  of 
construction  for  proposed  unidirectionid  Runway  14/32,  the  buffer  zone  presently 
consists  of  the  airfield  perimeter  roadway,  guard  rail,  taxiway,  and  paved  nmway 
safety  area.  Limited  areas  of  grass  are  also  present  between  the  perimeter  road  and 
the  taxiways  and  safety  areas. 


5.5.1 


Vegetation 


5.5.2 


Wetlands 
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5.5.3 


Wildlife 


The  airfield  is  an  urbanized  environment  with  herbaceous  vegetation  between  paved 
surfaces  such  as  runways,  taxiways,  the  perimeter  road  and  aprons  which  is  isolated 
from  off-site  vegetation  by  airport  facilities  and  East  Boston  streets  and 
neighborhoods.  The  airfield  is  only  accessible  to  wildlife  that  is  able  to  fly,  travel 
through  an  urban  environment,  or  swim  via  Boston  Harbor. 

5.5.3.1  Typical  Species 

As  a  result  of  the  developed  nature  of  the  airfield,  difficulty  of  access  and  the  lack  of 
diversity  in  cover  types,  airfield  wildlife  is  low  in  diversity  and  predominantly  avian. 
However,  some  mammals  such  as  muskrats,  mice,  rats  and  other  rodents  have  been 
observed  on  the  airfield. 

With  regard  to  avian  species,  the  Logan  airfield  provides  a  relatively  large  expanse  of 
grassland  habitat  in  a  region  of  the  country  (i.e..  New  England)  dominated  by  forests. 
As  a  result,  seasonal  migrants  associated  with  this  habitat  type,  such  as  lapland 
longspur,  snow  buntings,  killdeer,  homed  lark,  upland  sandpipers,  and  savannah 
sparrows,  have  been  recorded  on  the  Logan  airfield.  Snowy  owls  {Ni/ctea  scandiaca) 
are  common  winter  visitors.  A  wide  range  of  waterfowl,  waders,  and  shorebirds  uses 
the  adjacent  marine  habitat  of  Boston  Harbor  and  areas  around  the  airport  perimeter 
that  are  not  seawall.  Table  5.4-2  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  provides  a  list  of 
bird  species  observed  at  Logan. 

5.5.3.2  Endangered  and  Threatened  Species 

Based  on  correspondence  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  dated 
April  1, 1997,  no  federal-listed  endangered  and  threatened  plant  or  animal  species 
are  known  to  occur  on  the  Logan  airfield.  There  are  also  no  state-listed  plant  species 
known  to  occur  at  Logan.  (A  copy  of  the  letter  from  the  USFWS  is  included  in 
Appendix  G)  A  copy  of  the  most  recent  USFWS  list  dated  December  8,  2000, 
indicates  that  while  the  statewide  list  has  been  modified,  the  initial  1997  findings 
remain  relevant. 

The  upland  sandpiper  {Bartramia  longicauda),  a  state-listed  endangered  animcd 
species,  is  associated  with  the  Logan  airfield,  and  this  species  accounts  for  mapped 
habitat  shown  in  the  Massachusetts  Natural  Heritage  and  Endangered  Species 
Program  (NHESP)  Massachusetts  Natural  Heritage  Atlas  (2000-2001  Edition). 

For  several  years,  upland  sandpipers  have  been  observed  on  the  airfield  during  the 
spring  migratory  season,  breeding  and  nesting  periods,  and  through  the  summer. 
Upland  sandpipers  typically  arrive  at  Logan  airfield  in  April  or  early  May,  although 
they  may  arrive  as  early  as  the  beginning  of  March,  and  were  observed  to  nest  on  the 
airfield  in  1990  and  1996.  Since  1996,  upland  sandpiper  have  been  observed 
seasonally. 
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Table  5.4-2  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  summarized  field  observations  for 
this  species  made  during  1990  and  in  1996.  The  1990  field  observations  were  made  as 
part  of  the  Central  Artery/  Tunnel  (CA/T)  Project's  siting  studies  for  the  Governors 
Island  dredged  materials  storage  area. 


5.6    Water  Quality 

This  section  discusses  Boston  Harbor  water  quality  and  describes  Logan's  existing 
drainage  system  and  water  quality  resulting  from  existing  operations. 

5.6.1  Boston  Harbor 

Boston  Harbor,  which  surrounds  Logan  on  three  sides,  is  classified  by  the 
Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  (DEP)  as  Class  SB  water.  As 
defined  at  314  CMR  4.00,  Class  SB  waters  are  to  be  suitable  for  primary  contact 
recreation  (swimming,  boating  and  other  water  activities),  fishing,  industrial  water 
uses  and  the  protection,  propagation  and  growth  of  fish  and  wildlife.  Many  of  the 
intertidal  flats  surrounding  Logan  are  used  for  the  harvesting  of  shellfish  by  Master 
E>iggers.  However,  because  of  the  presence  of  combined  sewer  overflows  in  the 
vicinity  (not  associated  with  Logan),  the  shellfish  must  be  depurated  before  sale. 
More  acres  of  shellfish  beds  have  recently  opened  to  harvesting  due  to  the 
construction  of  combined  sewer  overflows  (CSO)  treatment  facilities  at  certain  outfall 
points  in  Boston  Harbor  by  the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  (MWRA). 
All  of  these  CSOs  are  non-Massport  structures  located  off  the  airport.  Water  quality 
has  also  improved  due  to  efforts  by  the  Boston  Water  &  Sewer  Commission  to 
investigate  and  remove  illegal  sewage  connections  by  others  to  the  storm  drainage 
systems,  and  to  improve  the  sewerage  collection  and  treatment  system  around  the 
harbor  and  the  remainder  of  the  MWRA  Service  Area.  Logan's  sewer  system  does 
not  have  any  illegal  connections  to  the  storm  drainage  system. 

The  MWRA  collects  and  analyzes  water  quality  data  at  various  locations  around 
Boston  Harbor,  three  of  which  are  in  the  general  vicinity  of  Logan.  Data  from  these 
locations  were  reviewed  and  analyzed  as  the  basis  for  characterizing  harbor  water 
quality  adjacent  to  Logan.  (See  Table  5.5-1  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR)  The 
data  indicate  that  the  Class  SB  water  quality  standards  are  being  met  under  average 
conditions. 

5.6.2  Airport  Drainage  and  Water  Quality 

Stormwater  runoff  from  the  airfield  discharges  to  Boston  Harbor  through  a  complex 
drainage  system.  Airfield  runoff  flows  across  the  grass  infield  to  catch  basins  located 
primarily  in  the  areas  between  the  runways  and  taxiways.  The  catch  basins  are 
connected  by  underground  drain  Lines  leading  to  a  series  of  outfalls  along  the 
perimeter  of  the  airfield  which  discharge  to  Boston  Harbor.  Groundwater  also 
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discharges  through  this  drainage  system  in  those  areas  of  the  airfield  where  an  under 
drain  system  exists. 

There  are  also  four  principal  discharge  points  (West  Outfall,  Porter  Street  Outfall, 
Maverick  Street  Outfall  £md  North  Outfall)  which  drain  the  terminal  areas  and 
portions  of  the  airfield.  These  four  Logan  outfalls  are  permitted  through  the  EPA's 
National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  program. 

A  simplified  illustration  of  the  drainage  system  for  the  terminal  and  airfield  areas  is 
shown  in  Figure  5.6-1.  As  illustrated  in  the  figure,  much  of  the  ternvtnal  and  apron 
area  and  portions  of  the  southwest  comer  taxiway  system  presently  discharges  to  the 
West  Outfall.  The  West  Outfall  incorporates  pollution  control  devices,  including  a 
mechanically  cleaned  bar  screen,  oil  skimmer,  grinder  pump,  sedimentation  tank, 
and  an  oil /water  separator.  Oil  from  the  separator  is  collected  in  an  off-line  waste  oil 
storage  tank.  The  remainder  of  the  airfield  areas  included  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative  drain  to  the  perimeter  outfall  system. 

Massport  monitors  the  quality  of  its  major  terminal  area  discharges  as  part  of  the 
NPDES  Permit  (Permit  No.  MA  0000787)  that  was  issued  by  the  U.S.  EPA  for  the  four 
main  airport  outfalls  identified  above.  Massport  and  the  Logan  tenants  applied  in 
October  1992,  as  co-appUcants,  for  an  individual  NPDES  Permit  for  the  entire  airport 
which  would  supersede  the  existing  permit.  The  U.  S.  EPA  is  expected  to  issue  the 
draft  permit  in  2001.  In  addition,  a  NPDES  Permit  (Permit  No.  MA  0032751)  has  been 
issued  for  discharge  from  the  water  treatment  facility  at  the  Fire  Training  Facility. 

5.6.3        Airport  Deicing 

Deicing  activities  at  Logan  include  both  anti-icing,  which  is  to  prevent  snow  and  ice 
buildup,  and  deicing,  which  is  the  removal  of  snow  and /or  ice  once  it  has  built-up 
on  the  ground  or  on  an  aircraft.  (The  term  "deicing"  as  used  in  this  document  refers 
both  to  anti-icing  and  deicing.)  Massport  is  responsible  for  operations  relating  to  the 
deicing  of  roadways,  runways,  and  taxiways.  Roadways  at  Logan  are  treated  using 
salt  £md  sand  similar  to  those  used  on  other  public  roadways.  The  runways  and  high 
speed  turn-offs  are  deiced  by  applying  a  liquid  mixture  of  ethylene  glycol,  urea,  and 
water  in  an  approximate  ratio  of  50  percent  ethylene  glycol,  25  percent  urea,  and  25 
percent  water.  The  rates  of  application  on  the  runways  and  taxiway  exits  are  in  the 
range  of  0.5  to  1.5  gallons  per  1,000  square  feet,  depending  on  ground  conditions,  air 
temperature,  precipitation  and  other  weather  factors.  Occasionally,  taxiways  may  be 
deiced  in  a  similar  manner,  under  controlled  applications.  Aircraft  deicing  practices 
and  volumes  will  not  change  as  a  result  of  the  Airside  Project  Improvements. 

In  the  Logan  NPDES  application,  Massport  assessed  the  environmental  impact  of  the 
discharge  of  deicing  materials  to  Boston  Harbor.  The  assessment  resulted  in  the 
conclusion  that  the  deicer  applied  to  the  runways  does  not  significantly  affect  water 
quality  because  runway  runoff  flows  overland  upgradient  of  the  catch  basins;  the 
approximately  50  outlets  are  dispersed  around  the  airfield;  and  the  glycol  deicing 
compounds  are  relatively  harmless  with  respect  to  aquatic  toxicity  (U.S.  Fish  and 
WUdUfe  Service)  and  quickly  biodegrade.  The  combination  of  overland  runoff  and  a 
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large  number  of  small  discharge  locations  helps  to  attenuate  and  disperse  the  deicing 
compounds  used  on  the  airfield. 

During  preparation  of  the  NPDES  application,  runoff  samples  were  collected  from 
the  drainage  system  (Outfall  A-12)  at  the  departure  end  of  Runways  22R  and  22L 
(see  Figure  5.6-1),  and  analyzed  for  a  number  of  water  quality  parameters.  The 
sampling  results  related  to  the  deicing  activities  were  briefly  summarized  in 
Table  5.2-2  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR. 


This  section  contains  information  on  the  existing  quality  of  soil  and  subgrade 
materials  that  may  be  removed  or  relocated  during  runway  and  taxiway 
construction.  It  also  provides  a  description  of  the  characteristics  of  the  CA/T  Project 
materials  which  are  managed  on  Governors  Island.  Construction  will  not  take  place 
in  Boston  Harbor  and  therefore,  marine  sediment  quality  is  not  discussed. 


Construction  of  the  runway  and  taxiway  improvements  will  require  the  excavation 
of  unsuitable  or  excess  soils.  The  Airside  Project  Draft  ElS/ElR  contained 
preliminary  information  on  soil  quality  based  on  existing  data  from  previous  airfield 
soil  sampling  programs.  Following  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  a  soil  pre- 
characterization  program  was  conducted  by  Massport  in  July  and  August  1999  in 
areas  where  excavation  would  be  required  for  construction.  The  goal  of  the  program 
was  to  develop  both  structural  and  environmental  information  to  assist  in  the  design 
and  construction  of  the  various  airfield  improvements.  Structural  soil  data  will  be 
used  for  the  engineering  design  and  the  environmental  data  wlU  indicate  any  areas 
of  possible  contamination  and  provide  guidance  on  reuse  of  the  excavated  materials, 
where  appropriate. 

The  soil  pre-characterization  program  involved  the  installation  of  93  soil  borings 
within  or  in  proximity  to  airside  areas  proposed  for  construction  of  runway  and 
taxiway  improvements.  Soil  samples  were  collected  at  three  depths  from  each  of  the 
93  boring  locations:  0-2  feet  below  ground  surface,  5-7  feet  below  ground  surface, 
and  8-10  feet  below  ground  surface.  In  addition,  soil  borings  on  Governors  Island  (B- 
46,  B-47,  B-50  and  B-51)  were  installed  to  a  depth  of  20  feet  below  ground  surface  due 
to  the  presence  of  fiU  in  that  area.  None  of  these  soil  borings  were  within  of  100  feet 
of  wetlands  or  waterways  regulated  under  the  Massachusetts  Wetlands  Protection 


5.7    Soil/Sediment  Characterization 
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Soil  samples  were  analyzed  at  a  DEP-certified  analytical  laboratory  for  the  following 
parameters: 

■  Volatile  petroleum  hydrocarbons  (VPH)  and  extractable  petroleum  hydrocarbons 
(EPH),  DEP  method  98-1 

■  Priority  pollutant  metals,  EPA  methods  6010/7471/7740/7840 

■  Pesticides  and  polychlorinated  biphenyls  (PCBs),  EPA  Method  8080 

■  Soil  conductivity,  EPA  method  120.1/9050 

The  Massachusetts  Contingency  Plan  (MCP)  contains  categories  for  reporting 
contamination  of  oil  and  hazardous  materials.  These  reporting  categories  are 
based  on  land  use  and  groundwater  use.  Reporting  Category  S-1  applies  to  soU 
that  is  within  500  feet  of  dwellings,  residentially  zoned  property,  schools, 
playgrounds,  recreational  areas,  parks  and  within  areas  that  have  been 
designated  as  part  of  groundwater  aquifer  supply  zones.  Reporting  Category  S- 
2  is  for  all  other  land  areas.  For  Logan,  the  S-2  Category  applies.  If  soil 
contamination  levels  exceed  the  applicable  Reportable  Concentrations  (RC)  for 
oil  and  hazardous  materials,  they  are  considered  to  be  regulated  and  must  be 
reported  to  the  DEP. 

The  S-1  and  S-2  categories  have  specific  contamination  concentrations  for  oil 
and  hazardous  materials.  The  laboratory  results  were  compared  to  S-2 
Reporting  Concentrations  established  in  the  MCP  at  310  CMR  40.1600.  The 
Toxicity  Characteristic  Leaching  Procedure  (TCLP)  test  is  one  measure  of  the 
toxicity  of  a  sample  and  upon  exceeding  regulatory  limits  it  is  determined  to  be 
TCLP  hazardous.  The  data  indicate  that  the  soil  was  not  found  to  be  TCLP-lead 
hazardous.  There  are,  however,  areas  where  the  DEP's  Reportable 
Concentrations  are  exceeded  for  various  chemical  constituents.  The  analytical 
results  of  the  soil  pre-characterization  program  are  summarized  in  Table  5.7-1 
and  are  described  below. 


The  soil  pre-characterization  data  indicate  that  the  soil  under  the  footprint  of  the 
proposed  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  does  not  exceed  the  Reportable 
Concentrations  for  S-2  soil. 


5.7.1.1 


Runway  14/32 


Affected  Environment 


5-60 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 


Table  5.7-1 

Airfield  Soil  Data  Summary  for  Exceedances  of  S-2  Reportable  Concentrations 


Soil  Contaminants 


Proposed  Proposed 

Reportable                           Proposed         Taxiway  Southwest 

Concentration      Proposed         Centerfield        November  Corner  Taxiway 

S-2  Soil        Runway  14/32  Taxiway  Realignment  Realignment 


Total  Petroleum  Hydrocarbons  (mg/kg) 

Volatile  Petroleum  Hydrocarbons 
Extractable  Petroleum  Hydrocarbons 


No  Exceedance 


No  Exceedance      No  Exceedance      No  Exceedance 


Aliphatic  Hydrocarbons 

No  Exceedance 

No  Exceedance 

No 

Exceedance 

No 

Exceedance 

Polynuclear  Aromatic  Hydrocarbons  (PAHs) 

No  Exceedance 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

1 

No  Exceedance 

ND-191 

ND-5.8 

ND-4.7 

Ctirysene 

10 

No  Exceedance 

ND-18 

No 

Exceedance 

No 

Exceedance 

Benzo(b)flouranthene 

1 

No  Exceedance 

ND-20 

ND-12 

ND-6.7 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

0.7 

No  Exceedance 

ND-22 

ND-6.3 

ND-4.5 

Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 

0.7 

No  Exceedance 

ND-3.8 

No 

Exceedance 

No 

Exceedance 

lndeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene 

1 

No  Exceedance 

ND-13 

ND-2.6 

ND-2.1 

Priority  Pollutant  Metals  (mg/kg) 

Beryllium 

Polychlorinated  Biphenyls  (mg/kg) 

Pesticides  (mg/kg) 

Dieldrin 


0.8 
1 

0.04 


No  Exceedance 
No  Exceedance 

No  Exceedance 


<0.59-1 .2  No  Exceedance  No  Exceedance 
No  Exceedance     No  Exceedance     No  Exceedance 


ND-2.1 


ND-0.62 


ND-3.1 


1    Not  Detectable  to- 1 9mg/kg 


5.7.1 .2      Centerfield  Taxiway 

The  soil  pre-characterization  data  indicate  that  soil  underlying  the  proposed 
Centerfield  Taxiway  contains  variable  levels  of  contamination.  The  soil  data  indicate 
that  no  volatile  compounds  were  present  nor  were  any  of  the  aliphatic  fractions  from 
the  total  petroleum  hydrocarbon  tests.  The  soil  was  found  to  exceed  the  S-2 
Reportable  Concentrations  (RC  S-2)  for  the  polynuclear  aromatic  hydrocarbons,  as 
determined  in  the  EPH  analysis.  The  PAH  contamination  was  found  from  Taxiway 
Echo  north  to  Taxiway  Romeo.  Beryllium  was  the  only  priority  pollutant  metal  to 
exceed  the  RC  S-2.  This  condition  was  found  adjacent  to  Runway  15L/33R  and 
between  Taxiways  Echo  and  Charlie.  Lead  in  the  soil  was  found  to  exceed  the  100 
mg/Kg  TCLP  trigger  level  by  a  slight  amount  (110  to  120  mg/kg)  at  three  scattered 
locations.  The  results  of  the  TCLP  testing  indicate  that  the  soil  did  not  exceed  the 
TCLP  regulatory  Umit  of  5.0  mg/1  for  lead  and  is,  therefore,  not  hazardous.  The 
insecticide  dieldrin  was  found  in  the  soil  at  8  locations.  It  is  believed  that  the  dieldrin 
originated  from  historical  mosquito  control  programs.  The  soil  was  not  found  to 
contain  polychlorinated  biphenyls. 


Affected  Environment 


5-61 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 


5.7.1 .3  Taxiway  November  Realignment 

Soil  underlying  the  area  for  the  realignment  of  proposed  Taxiway  November  was 
found  to  be  contaminated  in  excess  of  the  Reportable  Concentrations  for  S-2  soil  with 
four  polynuclear  aromatic  hydrocarbon  (PAH)  compounds,  and  the  insecticide 
dieldrin.  This  contamination  was  only  found  in  the  surface  soils  (0-2  ft).  The  soil  data 
indicate  that  no  volatile  compounds  were  present  nor  were  any  of  the  aliphatic 
fractions  from  the  total  petroleum  hydrocarbon  tests. 

5.7.1 .4  Southwest  Corner  Taxiway  Reconfiguration 

The  soil  sampling  and  analysis  data  indicate  that  the  soU  in  the  area  of  the  proposed 
Southwest  Comer  Taxiway  Reconfiguration  contains  concentrations  of  four  PAH 
compounds  and  the  insecticide  dieldrin  which  exceed  the  Reportable  Concentrations 
for  S-2  soil.  The  soil  data  indicate  that  no  volatile  compounds  were  present  nor  were 
there  any  of  the  aliphatic  fractions  from  the  total  petroleum  hydrocarbon  tests. 

5.7.2        Governors  Island  Central  Artery/T unnel  Materials  Storage  Site 

Section  5.6.2  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  presented  an  extensive  discussion 
of  the  temporary  Massachusetts  Highway  Department  (MassHighway)  Central 
Artery/Tunnel  project  soil  stockpile  at  Governors  Island.  The  discussion  was 
included  because  at  that  time  it  appeared  that  a  portion  of  the  stockpiled  materials 
would  need  to  be  relocated  if  vmidirectional  Runway  14/32  was  to  be  constructed. 

In  1999,  Massport  was  approached  by  the  Court-appointed  Receiver  of  the 
Rubchinuk  Landfill  in  Middleton,  Massachusetts  to  assist  in  the  closure  of  the  landfill 
in  accordance  with  a  Landfill  Closure  Plan  approved  by  the  DEP.  As  a  result  of  this 
request,  in  June  1999,  Massport  developed  a  third  amendment  to  the  1993  Grant  of 
Easement  with  MassHighway.  This  1999  amendment  facilitated  a  partial  release 
(removal)  of  soil  from  Governors  Island  for  transfer  to  the  Rubchinuk  Landfill.  The 
first  amendment  to  the  Grant  of  Easement  allowed  Massport  to  use  a  portion  of  the 
area  for  storage  and  disposal  of  Massport  soils  from  the  Logan  2000  projects.  A 
second  amendment  in  1996  allowed  the  MassHighway  to  use  stockpiled  materials  for 
construction  of  the  1-90  Airport  Interchange  at  Logan.  The  1999  amendment  releases 
MassHighway  from  all  of  its  right,  title  and  interest  to  obligations  from  this  "released 
area,"  totaling  approximately  24.8  acres. 

The  removal  of  soil  from  the  Governors  Island  release  area  was  initiated  in  June,  1999 
at  a  rate  of  approximately  1,400  tons/day  (1,000  cubic  yards).  In  total,  380,000  tons 
(approximately  240,000  cubic  yards)  of  the  MassHighway  soil  was  removed  from 
Governors  Island  by  November  2000.  As  a  result,  no  MassHighway  soil  wUl  need  to 
be  removed  from  Governors  Island  for  runway  construction. 
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5.8    Other  Environmental  Categories 

The  FAA's  Airport  Environmental  Handbook  (5050.4A)  requires  that  a  range  of 
issues  be  addressed  in  terms  of  potential  environmental  consequences.  Several  of 
these  potenrial  impact  categories  are  not  applicable  to  the  Airside  Project.  Specific 
impact  categories  that  are  not  relevant  to  the  proposed  Airside  Project  improvements 
are  discussed  below. 


5.8.1        Coastal  Barriers 


There  are  no  coastal  barrier  resources  as  defined  by  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Act 
(PL97-348)  in  the  project  area.  As  such  the  project  will  not  affect  these  resources. 


5.8.2        Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 


Logan  Airport  is  not  adjacent  to,  nor  will  it  affect  any  body  of  water  included  in  the 
Wild  £ind  Scenic  Rivers  System  Inventory.  Accordingly,  the  project  will  have  no 
impact  on  a  river  subject  to  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (PL  90-542). 


5.8.3  Farmland 

Logan  Airport  does  not  include  any  areas  of  farmland  and  therefore  the  project  will 
not  result  in  the  conversion  of  any  farmland  to  nonagricultural  purposes.  The  project 
is  consistent  with  the  Farmland  Protection  Act  (PL  97-98). 


5.8.4        Energy  Supply  and  Natural  Resources 

The  addition  of  runway  and  taxiway  elements  will  necessitate  a  slight  increase  in 
airfield  energy  use,  primarily  for  construction  and  permanent  airfield  navigational 
lighting  and  signage.  There  is  adequate  energy  to  meet  the  energy  needs  of  these 
temporary  and  long-term  demands. 


5.8.5  Light  Emissions 

As  noted  above,  implementation  of  the  taxiway  and  or  runway  improvements  wiU 
require  the  installation  and  operation  of  new  ground-mounted  airfield  navigational 
lighting  and  new  airfield  signage.  All  lighting  and  signage  will  be  consistent  with 
current  equipment  and  operations.  Proposed  Runway  14/32  will  not  require  the 
installation  of  a  light  pier. 

5.8.6  Solid  Waste 

The  Airside  Project  improvements  wUl  not  generate  the  need  for  additional  solid 
waste  collection,  control  or  disposal  other  than  that  associated  with  construction. 
Section  6.8.1  describes  construction  impacts  of  the  Preferred  Alternative. 
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Environmental  Consequences 


Key  Points 


This  chapter  repeats  much  of  the  analysis  presented  in  the  Airside  Improvements 
Planning  Project  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement /Environmental  Impact  Report 
(Airside  Project  Driift  EIR/EIS).  It  is  focused  primarily  on  the  comparison  between  the 
Preferred  Alternative  (Alternative  1  A)  and  the  No  Action  Alternative  (Alternative  4)  for 
representative  fleets:  the  29M  Low^  Fleet  and  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenarios.  These  fleets 
were  chosen  because  they  reflect  the  full  range  of  potential  impacts,  including  the  worst 
case  in  terms  of  noise  J 


Recent  trends  at  Logan  Airport  indicate  an  increased  presence  of  regional  jet  aircraft  in  the 
fleet  mix.  In  order  to  examine  the  potential  impacts  that  these  30-70  seat  jet  aircraft  may 
have  on  the  operational  and  environmental  analysis  of  the  proposed  airside  improvements, 
an  additional  long-term  37.5  million  annual  air  passenger  scenario  was  developed  for  this 
Supplemental  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement /Final  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR).  This  fleet  scenario,  referred  to  as  the  37.5M  High  Regional  Jet 
(RJ)  Fleet,  reflects  a  significantly  higher  percentage  of  regional  jet  aircraft  and  a  lower 
percentage  of  non-jet  operations  than  any  of  the  prior  fleet  forecasts  presented  in  the 
Airside  Project  E>raft  EIS/EIR. 


To  further  clarify  the  impacted  areas,  the  analysis  is  presented  through  Geographic 
Information  System  (GIS)  mapping  with  a  more  detailed  base  map  and  a  different  scale 
than  was  presented  in  Chapter  6  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR. 


Chapter  6  of  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIS  also  includes  an  in-depth  discussion  of 
Environmental  Justice  requirements  and  additional  Environmental  Justice  analyses 
requested  by  the  Massachusetts  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs.  In  response  to  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration's  (FAA's)  direction  following  the  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 
Panel  (SDEIS  Panel)  process,  a  school  day /school  year  contour^  is  also  included  for  the 
29M  Low  Fleet  scenario.  Finally,  the  presentation  of  the  flight  tracks  has  been  expanded  to 
show  the  tracks  over  a  wider  geographic  area. 


1  Appendices  E  and  F  contain  a  summary  of  environmental  impacts  for  otfier  fleets  analyzed  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR. 

2  Contour  provided  in  Appendix  E  of  tfiis  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
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Noise  Benefits 

■  The  Preferred  Alternative  reduces  noise  exposure  in  the  most  highly  affected  communities 
around  Logan  Airport  Winthrop,  parts  of  East  Boston,  and  Revere.  Depending  on  the  fleet 
forecast,  all  three  communities  have  residents  exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  (DNL) 
values  of  70  dB  and  above.  Under  the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  use  of  Runway  14/32  will 
remove  approximately  180  people  in  these  communities  from  areas  exposed  to  noise  above 
75  dB  DNL,  and  some  60  people  from  areas  of  70  dB  DNL  and  above.  Under  the  37.5M  High 
forecast,  199  people  in  areas  of  above  75  dB  DNL  and  2,800  people  in  areas  of  70  dB  DNL 
and  above  wiU  no  longer  be  exposed  to  those  high  noise  levels.  These  numbers  represent 

77  percent  and  73  percent  reductions,  respectively,  in  the  total  population  residing  in  the  70 
dB  DNL  and  above  and  the  75  dB  and  above  noise  contours. 

■  The  reduction  in  exposure  at  the  highest  DNL  values  is  achieved  by  redistributing  aircraft 
onto  other  rvmways  and  increasing  the  number  of  over-water  operations.  This  redistribution 
causes  increases  in  exposure  at  lower  DNL  values.  Under  the  29M  Low  Heet  scenario,  the 
Preferred  Alternative  is  estimated  to  increase  the  number  of  people  exposed  to  noise 
above  65  dB  DNL  by  378, 2  percent  of  the  total  population  in  that  contour  compared  to  the 
No  Action  Alternative.  Under  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario,  the  Preferred  Alternative 
increases  the  number  of  people  above  65  dB  DNL  by  508,  a  4  percent  increase. 

■  Under  the  29  M  Low  Heet  scenario,  no  one  residing  in  an  area  exposed  to  noise  above  65 
dB  DNL  is  projected  to  experience  a  noise  level  increase  greater  than  1.5  dB  due  to  the 
Preferred  Alternative.  Approximately  400  people  in  Winthrop  wiU  experience  decreases  in 
noise  of  more  than  1.5  dB  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

■  In  addition  to  reducing  noise  exposure  at  the  highest  DNL  levels,  the  Preferred 
Alternative  allows  for  more  flights  over  water  rather  than  over  populated  areas,  as  weU  as 
a  more  balanced  geographic  distribution  of  jet  operations.  Under  the  37.5M  High  Fleet 
scenario,  the  Preferred  Alternative  results  in  41  percent  of  jets  utilizing  runways  affecting 
communities  north  and  south  of  the  airport,  compared  to  91  percent  for  the  No  Action 
Alternative.  The  percentage  of  jets  flying  over  the  water  increases  significantly,  from 

6  percent  in  the  No  Action  Alternative  to  30  percent  with  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

■  The  Preferred  Alternative,  with  its  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  and  Centerfield  Taxiway, 
reduces  delay  and  consequently  the  number  of  nighttime  (10  PM  to  7  AM)  operations  by 
approximately  5  percent  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative  under  the  29M  Low  Heet 
scenario. 

■  The  Preferred  Alternative  is  even  more  effective  at  reducing  delays  under  the 

37.5M  High  Fleet  forecast.  As  a  result,  in  that  scenario  the  number  of  nighttime  operations  is 
reduced  by  approximately  20  percent  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

■  Under  the  37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  scenario,  the  Preferred  Alternative  also  reduces  noise  in 
the  most-highly  exposed  communities.  Proposed  Runway  14/32  removes  an  estimated 
164  people  from  exposure  to  noise  above  a  DNL  of  75  dB,  a  reduction  of  74  percent 
compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  It  also  removes  approximately  1,433  people  from 
exposure  to  DNL  levels  above  70  dB. 


Environmental  Consequences 


6-2 


Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 


■  Under  the  37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  scenario,  the  reduction  in  the  highest  exposure  levels 
achieved  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  causes  increases  in  exposure  for  364  people 
at  DNL  values  above  65  dB.  This  is  a  3  percent  increase  compared  to  the  No  Action 
Alternative. 

■  Under  the  37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  scenario,  the  Preferred  Alternative  reduces  the  number  of 
nighttime  operations  by  13  percent  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

■  The  Preferred  Alternative  generally  reduces  the  noise  from  ground  movements, 
lowering  DNL  levels  due  to  taxi  operations  by  a  few  tenths  to  as  much  as  3  dB  at  seven 
close-in  monitoring  locations. 

Land  Use  and  Social  Impacts 

■  The  Preferred  Alternative  will  have  no  significant  impacts  on  land  uses  adjacent  to  or  in 
the  immediate  vicinity  of  Logan  Airport.  The  only  relocation  required  for  construction  of 
Rimway  14/32  involves  the  tenants  of  Building  60  in  the  South  Cargo  Area.  Massport  will 
provide  relocation  assistance  as  required  under  applicable  law  to  mitigate  impacts  to 
affected  tenants. 

Historic  Resources 

■  Providing  sound  insulation  for  the  few  historic  residential  properties  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  contour  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  be  undertaken  in  accordance 
with  historic  building  rehabilitation  standards  established  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
(36  CFR  800.5(b)). 

■  The  FAA  and  the  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission  have  concurred  that  the  proposed 
project  will  have  no  adverse  effect  on  significant  historic  properties  (see  Appendix  H  for  a 
copy  of  the  letter  from  the  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission,  December  21, 1999.) 

Other  Section  4(f)  Resources 

■  The  FAA  found  that  implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  neither  incorporate 
land  fiom  a  Section  4(f)  resource,  nor  fiffect  the  normal  activity  or  aesthetic  value  of  a 
pubUc  park,  recreation  area  or  wildlife  refuge. 

■  The  Preferred  Alternative  does  not  add  any  new  parklands  within  the  65  dB  DNL 
contour.  The  Boston  Harbor  Islands  are  already  within  the  No  Action  65  dB  DNL  contour, 
while  the  Arnold  Arboretum,  Emerald  Necklace  and  Franklin  Park  are  well  outside  the 
65  dB  DNL  contour  and  wiU  not  experience  new  noise  impacts. 

Air  Quality  Benefits 

■  Implementation  of  any  of  the  Airside  Project  alternatives  produces  a  reduction  in 
emissions  and  an  improvement  in  ambient  air  quality  when  compared  to  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  due  to  improved  airfield  efficiency  and  shorter  aircraft  delay  periods. 
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■  None  of  the  Alternatives  will  result  in  any  violations  of  federal  or  state  air  quality 
stcindards. 

■  Due  to  improved  airfield  efficiency  and  shorter  delay  periods,  the  Preferred  Alternative 
results  in  a  reduction  of  air  pollutant  emissions  when  compared  to  the  No  Action 
Alternative. 

■  The  Airside  Improvements  Plaruiing  Project  does  not  require  a  Federal  General 
Conformity  determination  for  the  purposes  of  air  quality,  because  it  will  not  exceed 
general  conformity  thresholds  -  therefore  it  is  assumed  to  conform  to  the  State 
Implementation  Plan. 

Biotic  Communities 

■  By  constructing  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  and  the  Taxiway  Delta  extension,  approximately  37 
acres  of  existing  grassland  will  be  converted  to  pavement,  resulting  in  the  loss  of  an  area  of 
Upland  Sandpiper  habitat.  An  on-site  and  off-site  mitigation  plan  has  been  developed  in 
consultation  with  the  Massachusetts  Natural  Heritage  and  Endangered  Species  Program 
(NHESP)  to  mitigate  impacts  to  the  upland  sandpiper  consistent  with  aircraft  safety. 

■  There  are  no  significant  impacts  to  terrestrial  vegetation,  wetlands  or  typical  wildlife. 
Water  Quality 

■  Construction  of  Runway  14/32  and  the  Taxiway  components  (the  Preferred  Alternative)  will 
create  additional  impervious  surfaces  at  Logan  Airport  and  will  increase  the  peak  rate  of 
runoff  from  Logan  Airport  to  Boston  Harbor  by  approximately  3.8  percent.  The  combination 
of  overland  flow  across  grass  areas  and  the  large  number  of  discharge  locations  helps  to 
attenuate  find  disperse  contaminants  in  the  runoff,  and  therefore  the  general  quality  of  runoff 
under  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  expected  to  be  similar  to  present  runoff. 

■  Since  the  existing  water  quality  in  Boston  Harbor  will  not  be  affected  by  the  construction 
of  the  runway  or  taxiway  improvements,  there  are  no  adverse  water  quality  impacts  that 
would  result  from  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Soil  Removal 

■  AU  soils  removed  from  the  site  will  be  managed  in  accordance  with  State  regulations  and 
Massport  policy  to  minimize  impacts.  Appropriate  sediment  and  erosion  controls  will  be 
employed  during  construction  and  disturbed  soils  will  be  revegetated. 

■  The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  identified  a  potential  need  to  remove  soil  materials 
stockpiled  on  Governors  Island  for  construction  of  Runway  14/32.  In  response  to  a 
request  from  the  Court-appointed  receiver  for  the  Rubchinuk  LandfiU,  Massport  arranged 
for  the  transport  of  the  Massachusetts  Highway  Department  (MassHighway)  soils  from 
Governors  Island  to  the  Rubchinuk  Limdfill  in  Middleton.  This  work  has  since  occurred  as 
part  of  a  separate  initiative.  The  transportation  of  the  MassHighway  soils  began  in  June 
1999  and  was  completed  in  November  2000,  therefore  none  of  these  soils  wiU  need  to  be 
moved  off  site  for  construction  of  Runway  14/32. 
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Environmental  Justice 

■  There  is  no  disproportionate  high  and  adverse  impact  on  minority  and  low-income 
populations  caused  by  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Adverse  noise  impacts  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  are  not  predominately  borne  by  a  minority  or  low-income  population.  Only 
21  percent  of  the  population  within  the  resulting  65  dB  DNL  is  minority,  compared  to  the 
Suffolk  County  population  which  is  38  percent  minority.  Less  than  2  percent  of  the 
population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  has  a  household  income  of  less  than  150  percent 
of  poverty  level. 

■  The  additional  area  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  associated  with  the  Preferred 
Alternative  includes  a  predominantly  Hispanic  neighborhood  in  Chelsea  which  is 
predicted  to  experience  an  increase  of  0.6  dB  or  less  under  the  near-term  29M  Low  Reet, 
the  worst  case  scenario  based  on  total  noise  exposure.  Under  FAA  standards,  this  change 
is  not  a  significant  adverse  impact.  Mitigation  of  the  increased  noise  wiU  be  provided  to 
the  affected  community  in  the  form  of  residential  sound  insulation. 

Construction 

■  Construction  of  the  runway  and  taxiway  improvement  components  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  wiU  occur  on  the  existing  airfield.  Construction  wUl  be  managed  to  minimize 
noise,  air  and  water  pollution,  and  other  impacts  to  the  adjacent  community. 

■  The  total  period  for  the  phased  construction  of  the  runway  and  taxiway  improvement 
components  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  approximately  five  years.  Construction  vehicles 
would  access  the  airport  on  designated  haul  routes  via  the  Ted  WiUiams  Tunnel  or  Route 

1  A,  and  thus  would  not  impact  local  residential  streets  adjacent  to  Logan  Airport . 

■  Construction  traffic  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  wUl  be  reduced  significantly 
from  the  nimiber  of  truck  trips  presented  in  the  Airside  Project  E>raft  EIS/EIR  as  a  result  of 
the  reduction  of  soil  material  to  be  moved  off-site. 

irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources 

■  The  Preferred  Alternative  causes  no  irretrievable  commitment  of  natural  resources. 
Construction  of  the  runway  and  taxiway  improvement  components  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  wiU  consume  fuel  and  result  in  the  consiunption  of  raw  materials  such  as 
gravel,  concrete  and  other  materials  required  for  the  construction  process. 

■  Measures  will  be  implemented  to  mitigate  both  short-  and  long-term  impacts  on  natural 
resources  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable. 
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6.1  Introduction 

This  chapter  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  focuses  on  the  benefits  and  impacts  of  two 
Airside  Project  Improvements  Alternatives  -  the  No  Action  Alternative  and  the  Preferred 
Alternative  w^hich  includes  all  improvements  except  Peak  Period  Pricing.  It  includes  a 
discussion  of  long-term  impacts  relating  to  airfield  operations,  as  w^ell  as  a  description  of 
shorter-term  construction  impacts. 

The  envirormnental  consequences  of  the  proposed  Airside  Project  improvements  v^ere 
evaluated  against  a  near-term  demand  level  of  29  million  annual  passengers  and  long-term 
levels  of  37.5  and  45  million  passengers  (referred  to  in  this  document  as  29M,  37.5M,  and 
45M).  These  demand  levels  are  expected  in  the  years  2003,  2015,  and  2024,  respectively.  At 
each  passenger  level,  two  different  operations  forecasts  were  developed.  The  High  and 
Low  Fleet  scenarios,  presented  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  reflect  differing  aircraft 
fleet  mix  assumptions.  The  Low  Reets  assume  more  large  jet  operations  than  non-jet 
operations,  similar  to  current  conditions.  The  High  Fleets  assume  a  greater  proportion  of 
non-jet  aircraft  and  thus  a  higher  level  of  total  operations  for  the  same  passenger  level. 

Recent  trends  at  Logan  Airport  indicate  an  increased  presence  of  regional  jet  aircraft.  In 
order  to  examine  the  potential  impacts  that  these  30-70  seat  jet  aircraft  may  have  on  the 
operational  and  environmental  analysis  of  the  proposed  airside  improvements,  an 
additional  long-term  37.5  million  passenger  scenario  was  developed  for  this 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  This  fleet  scenario,  referred  to  as  the  37.5M  High  Regional  Jet 
(RJ)  Fleet,  reflects  a  much  higher  percentage  of  regional  jet  aircraft  and  a  lower  percentage 
of  non-jet  operations  than  do  any  of  the  prior  fleet  forecasts  presented  in  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR. 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  includes  updated  operational  and  environmental  analyses  of 
1998  conditions  similar  to  that  contained  in  the  1998  Annual  Update  prepared  in  October 
1999.  While  the  1999  Environmental  Status  and  Planning  Report  (ESPR,  formerly  the  GEIR) 
published  in  December  2000  includes  updated  analyses  for  1999,  the  differences  between 
the  two  study  years  are  small.  Between  1998  and  1999,  operations  declined  by  2.5  percent, 
primarily  due  to  a  reduction  in  regional  carrier  operations.  Since  the  fleet  mix  and  runway 
use  varied  little,  the  noise  contours  and  population  impacts  were  also  similar,  with  slightly 
less  impact  in  Winthrop  and  Boston  and  slightly  more  in  Chelsea  and  Revere  in  1999 
compared  to  1998.  The  air  quality  and  other  environmental  analyses  also  yielded  similar 
results.  Since  the  relevant  comparison  for  evaluating  the  proposed  airside  improvements  is 
the  comparison  between  the  No  Action  and  Preferred  Alternatives,  and  since  1998  and  1999 
are  similar  in  terms  of  passengers,  operations,  and  environmented  impacts,  this 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  maintains  the  1998  modeling  analysis  as  a  representation  of 
recent  conditions  at  Logan  Airport. 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  focuses  on  the  29M  Low  and  37.5  High  Fleet  scenarios, 
because  these  represent  the  full  range  of  environmental  impacts,  as  well  as  the  newly 
added  37.5  M  High  Regional  Jet  fleet  scenario.  Appendices  E  and  F  contain  a  summary  of 
environmental  impacts  for  other  fleets  analyzed  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR. 
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Specific  studies  and  analyses  conducted  to  assess  the  environmental  consequences  in  this 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  include: 

■  Review  of  potential  benefits  and  impacts  of  each  Alternative,  but  with  a  focused 
comparison  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  (all  actions  except  Peak  Period  Pricing)  to  the 
No  Action  Alternative  for  the  29  M  Low  and  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenarios. 

■  Environmental  analyses  associated  with  an  additional  future  fleet  scenario  -  the 
37.5M  High  RJ  Heet  scenario. 

■  Inclusion  of  GIS  mapping  with  a  more  detailed  base  map  for  noise  contours  showing  land 
use  at  a  larger  scale. 

■  Tabular  and  graphic  comparison  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  and  No  Action  Alternative 
showing  the  number  and  location  of  people  who  are  exposed  to  noise. 

■  Discussion  of  the  relationship  between  the  noise  analyses  conducted  for  the  Airside 
Project  and  the  Runway  27  EIS. 

■  Focused  noise  contour  analysis  comparing  the  1998  Annual  Update,  Runway  27  EIS,  and 
the  Airside  Project  noise  contours. 

■  Reevaluation  of  construction  impacts  (truck  trips  and  air  quality)  associated  with 
construction  of  Runway  14/32  due  to  the  reduced  amount  of  soil  materials  that  will  need 
to  be  removed  from  Governors  Island. 

■  Expanded  discussion  of  environmental  justice  and  related  mitigation. 

■  A  school  day /school  year  contour  for  the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario  which  results  in  the 
largest  noise-exposed  area  (See  Appendix  E). 


6.2  Noise 

This  section  presents  the  results  of  the  noise  modeling  analysis  of  the  Airside  Project 
Alternatives,  focusing  on  the  Preferred  Alternative  and  comparing  its  noise  impact  with  the 
No  Action  Alternative  under  two  different  aircraft  fleet  assumptions. 

The  smaller  fleet  assumes  a  demand  level  of  29  million  passengers  and  a  lower  percentage 
of  non-jet  operations  (29M  Low  Fleet  scenario).  It  is  forecast  to  occur  in  the  year  2003.  The 
second  fleet  scenario  assumes  a  demand  level  of  37.5  million  passengers  and  a  higher 
percentage  of  non-jet  operations  (37.5M  High  Heet  scenario).  This  is  the  long-term  outlook, 
and  is  forecast  to  occur  around  2015.  As  described  in  Chapter  4,  a  third  fleet,  the  37.5M 
High  Fleet  Regional  Jet  scenario  (37.5MHigh  RJ  Fleet)  has  been  added  in  this 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  It  reflects  replacement  of  many  non-jet  commuter  operations  bv 
small  30-70  seat  regional  jets,  such  as  the  Canadair  Regional  Jet  and  the  Embraer  145.  These 
fleets  were  described  in  detail  in  Chapter  4,  and  together  they  bracket  a  range  of  potential 
exposure  levels.  Noise  impacts  of  other  fleets  were  analyzed  in  Section  6.2  of  the 
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Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR.  Summary  noise  results  for  the  other  fleets  are  contained  in 
Appendix  E  of  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

This  section  £ilso  addresses  the  exposure  levels  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative 
and  the  No  Action  Alternative  in  the  context  of  the  noise  that  occurred  in  1998  due  to 
actual  operations  that  year.  It  discusses  DNL  noise  contours  and  other  metrics  common  to 
all  three  scenarios,  and  presents  population  counts  under  each  Alternative  as  determined 
by  the  Integrated  Noise  Model  (INM).  To  address  noise  exposure  caused  by  aircraft  taxiing 
between  runway  £md  apron  areas,  this  section  also  summarizes  findings  from  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  pertaining  to  noise  from  taxiway  and  other  ground 
operations.  See  Section  5.2  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  a  description  of  the 
noise  models  used  in  these  analyses  and  Section  6.2  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  for 
additional  information  on  the  effects  of  ground  noise  under  action  alternatives  other  than 
the  Preferred  Alternahve. 

Finally,  the  noise  section  concludes  with  an  evaluation  of  all  Airside  Project  alternatives 
using  the  new  37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  scenario  described  in  Chapter  4. 

6.2.1        INM  Inputs  for  the  Evaluation  of  Flight  Noise 
6.2.1 .1      Fleet  Mix  and  Operations 

Operation  summaries  for  1998  and  for  the  No  Action  and  Preferred  Alternatives  under  each  of 
the  future  fleet  forecasts  are  presented  in  Table  6.2-1.  Summaries  based  on  the  1993  Historic 
Modeled  condition  were  presented  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EER.  Modeled  activity 
includes  both  scheduled  and  unscheduled  operations  by  major  air  carriers,  conmiuter  airUnes, 
and  air  cargo  operators,  as  well  as  general  aviation  jet  and  turboprop  aircraft. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  has  no  effect  on  the  total  number  of  flights  in  and  out  of  Logan 
Airport  ~  air  carriers  and  cargo  operators  will  schedule  their  aircraft  to  meet  the  pubUc's 
travel  and  shipping  needs.  However,  there  arc  important  noise  implications  between  the 
No  Action  and  Preferred  Alternatives  in  the  manner  that  these  flights  are  accommodated. 
Some  runway  and  taxiway  configurations  have  lower  capacities  than  others,  and  when 
those  combinations  have  to  be  used  because  of  poor  weather  or  other  circumstances, 
aircraft  delays  grow  rapidly.  The  effect  of  aircraft  delays  on  noise  exposure  is  twofold: 

■  As  delays  increase,  daytime  and  evening  flights  slip  into  nighttime  hours,  causing  greater 
noise  disturbance  and  an  increase  in  thosenoise  measures  (DNL,  LeqN,  and  TAN,  in 
particular)  that  are  sensitive  to  late  night  activity;  and 

■  Use  of  low  capacity  runway  configurations  makes  achieving  the  Preferential 
Runway  Advisory  System  (PRAS)  goals  more  difficult  for  air  traffic  controllers. 

The  Preferred  Alternative,  which  includes  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  and  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway,  is  estimated  to  reduce  the  number  of  nighttime  operations  from 
approximately  132  to  125,  a  decrease  of  7  operations  per  night  or  5  percent  of  the  projected 
nighttime  operations  that  would  otherwise  occur  under  the  No  Action  Alternative  for  the 
29M  Low  Fleet  scenario. 
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Table  6.2-1 

Average  Daily  Operations  for  1998  and  for  Future  29M  Low  and  37. 5U  High  Fleet  Scenarios  for  the 
No  Action  Alternative  and  the  Preferred  Alternative 


Fleet  Forecast 


1998  Actual 


Stage  2  Jets      Stage  3  Jets  Turboprops 


Day/Night 


90/6 


Day/Night 


572/100 


Day/Night 


590/38 


Day 


1,252 


Totals 


Night 


144 


Dally 


1,396 


29M  Low  Fleet 

No  Action  (Alt.  4) 
Preferred  (Alt.lA) 


16/6 
16/5 


699/114 
703/108 


550/13 
553/12 


1,265 
1,272 


132 
125 


1,397 
1,397 


37.5M  High  Fleet 

No  Action  (Alt.  4) 
Preferred  (Alt.lA) 


0/0 

0/0 


819/209 
843/166 


615/22 
635/18 


1,434 
1,478 


231 
184 


1,665 

1,662 


Note:  "Day"  is  defined  as  7:00  AM  to  1 0:00  PM  and  "Nighf  is  defined  as  1 0:00  PM  to  7:00  AM,  consistent  with  the  definitions  as  used  in  DNL  calculations. 

For  the  long-term  37.5M  High  Reet  scenario,  the  difference  is  even  more  significant.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  reduces  the  number  of  nighttime  jet  operations  by  an  estimated 
43  per  night  and  the  number  of  nighttime  turboprops  by  another  four,  for  a  total  reduction 
in  nighttime  flights  of  47,  or  about  20  percent  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative,  all  as 
a  result  of  fewer  delays. 


The  significant  reduction  in  nighttime  operations  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  is 
enhanced  by  the  fact  that  overall  noise  exposure  is  expected  to  decrease  further  in  the  near 
future.  Both  the  1998  fleet  as  well  as  the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario  include  several  noisy 
Stage  2  jets  with  maximum  takeoff  weights  greater  than  75,000  pounds.  However, 
beginning  January  1,  2000,  every  aircraft  at  Logan  greater  than  75,000  pounds  met  FAR  Part 
36  Stage  3  noise  limits.  Furthermore,  many  of  the  Stage  2  jets  that  have  been  hushkitted  to 
meet  Stage  3  requirements  are  expected  to  be  retired  over  the  next  ten  years  and  replaced 
with  newer  and  quieter  Stage  3  aircraft.  The  number  of  Stage  2  aircraft  in  the  29M  Low 
Fleet  scenario  is  insignificant. 

Some  operators  at  Logan  Airport  have  already  announced  and  implemented  plans  for  fleet 
renewals.  As  indicated  in  the  2998  Annual  Update,  the  US  Airways  and  Delta  Shuttles 
planned  to  replace  78  daily  operations  flown  in  hushkitted  Boeing  727-200s.  These  aircraft 
meet  Massport's  as  well  as  the  FAA's  noise  regulations,  but  Massport  lobbied  the  carriers 
to  update  their  fleets  to  newer  and  quieter  aircraft.  Since  those  discussions,  the  Delta 
Shuttle  replaced  its  727  aircraft  with  new,  quieter  737-800  aircraft,  and  US  Airways  took 
delivery  of  new  Airbus  320s  to  replace  its  older  727s.  These  fleet  improvements  and  the 
reductions  in  night  operations  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  each  contribute  to 
meaningful  reductions  in  noise  exposure. 
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6.2.1.2  Flight  Tracks 

Flight  tracks  were  developed  for  Runway  14/32  with  input  from  the  FA  A  in  order  to 
evaluate  noise  impacts  for  both  Alternative  1  and  the  Preferred  Alternative.  These  tracks 
are  shown  in  Figures  6.2-1  through  6.2-4.  They  indicate  that  all  arrivals  to  unidirectional 
Runway  14/32  come  from  the  harbor  over  water  and  that  all  departures  cUmb  out  in  the 
opposite  direction  over  the  water.  While  aircraft  that  use  Runway  14/32  do  fly  over  land, 
they  are  considered  over-water  flight  paths  because  they  cross  land  further  from  the 
runway  and  at  higher  altitudes  than  operations  to  or  from  other  Logan  Airport  runways. 

In  Figure  6.2-1,  jet  arrivals  to  Runway  32  coming  into  the  area  from  the  north  and  west 
approach  Logan  Airport  on  a  downwind  leg  well  east  of  the  airport  together  in  the  same 
flow  of  traffic  with  other  jet  arrivals  to  Runway  33L,  then  make  a  right  turn  crossing  over  to 
a  final  approach  that  is  over  the  harbor  and  parallel  to  the  approach  for  Runway  33L. 
Propeller  aircraft  from  the  north  and  west  (see  Figure  6.2-2)  are  separated  from  the  flow  of 
jet  traffic  well  northwest  of  Logan  Airport  and  fly  south  over  the  Airport  making  a  left  turn 
to  join  the  final  approach  to  Runway  32.  Both  types  of  aircraft  coming  into  the  area  from 
southerly  directions  approach  the  airport  and  make  a  left  turn  (as  is  done  now)  to  line  up 
on  their  final  approaches  over  the  harbor. 

The  closest  populated  land  area  overflown  by  arrivals  to  Runway  32  is  tip  of  the  Hull 
peninsula,  approximately  5  miles  from  the  runway  end.  In  contrast,  arrivals  to 
Runways  4L/R  and  22L/R  fly  over  populated  land  areas  until  they  are  within  one  mile  of 
the  runway  ends.  In  the  case  of  departing  aircraft.  Figures  6.2-3  and  6.2-4  show  jet  aircraft 
turning  to  a  heading  that  takes  them  out  of  the  harbor  over  water,  similar  to  the  current  jet 
departure  procedure  for  Runway  15R.  Most  of  these  jet  aircraft  do  not  cross  back  over  land 
until  they  are  at  or  above  6,000  feet  .The  propeller  aircraft  climb  initially  over  the  water  and 
then  are  vectored  within  the  indicated  zone  by  ATC  towards  their  enroute  headings. 

For  the  lowest-altitude  portions  of  flights  to  and  from  the  proposed  runway,  aircraft  are 
flying  over  water.  In  addition,  the  flight  tracks  for  the  runway  demonstrate  that  aircraft 
using  Runway  14/32  will  fly  over  cities  or  towns  that  are  currently  overflown  by  aircraft 
utilizing  Logan  Airport 's  existing  runways. 

6.2.1.3  Runway  Use 

Summaries  of  effective  runway  use  projections  for  the  Preferred  and  No  Action 
Alternatives  under  both  the  29M  Low  Fleet  and  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenarios  are  shown 
in  Tables  6.2-2  and  6.2-3  below.  ^(See  Appendix  H  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  for 
jet  runway  usage  for  the  29M  High  Fleet,  37.5M  Low  Fleet,  and  45M  High  Reet  scenarios.) 
Effective  jet  utilizations  for  1998  operations  appeared  in  Table  5-12  of  the  1998  Annual 
Update  and  are  reproduced  here  in  Table  6.2-4  for  reference  along  with  the  corresponding 
PRAS  goals  discussed  in  Chapter  4. 


Effective  operations  Include  jet  operations,  only  with  nighttime  operations  weigfited  by  a  factor  of  10.  Ttius  one  nighttime  operation  is  equivalent  to  10 
daytime  jet  operations. 
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Aircraft  Altitude  Along  the  Flight  Path  (from  runway  touchdown) 

1  Mile  from  Touchdown  =  500  ft  or  Less    5  Miles  from  Touchdown  =  2,000  ft  or  Less    10  Miles  from  Touchdown  =  3,000  ft.  or  Less 

Notes  Mileage  nngs  are  for  reference  only  and  do  not  indicate  actual  distance  along  the  fligtit  patti 
All  jet  arnvals  descend  from  11 ,000  ft  to  6,000  ft  entering  final  approaching  airspace 
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Figure  6.2-1 

Flight  Tracks  for  Arriving  Jet  Aircraft  on  All  Runways 
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Aircraft  Altitude  Along  the  Flight  Path  (from  runway  touchdown) 

1  Mile  from  Touchdown  =  500  ft  or  Less    5  Miles  from  Touchdown  =  2,000  ft  or  Less    10  Miles  from  Touchdown  =  3,000  ft  or  Less 
Notes:  Mileage  rings  are  for  reference  only  and  do  not  indicate  actual  distance  along  ihe  flight  path 
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Figure  6.2-2 

Flight  Tracks  for  Arriving  Turboprop  Aircraft  on  All  Runways 
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Aircraft  Altitude  Along  the  Flight  Path  (from  runway  departure) 

1  Mile  from  Takeoff=  1 ,000  ft  or  Less      5  Miles  from  Takeoff  =  2,000  ft  or  More      10  Miles  from  Takeoff  =  4,000  ft  or  More 

Notes  Mileage  rings  are  for  reference  only  and  do  not  indicate  actual  distance  along  the  flight  path 
Jet  departures  cross  the  shoreline  of  the  Southshore  at  or  above  6.000  ft 


Figure  6.2-3 
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Flight  Tracks  for  Departing  Jet  Aircraft  on  All  Runways 
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Aircraft  Altitude  Along  the  Flight  Path  (from  runway  departure) 
1  Mile  from  Takeoff=  1 ,000  ft  or  Less      5  Miles  from  Takeoff  =  2  000  ft  or  More      10  Miles  from  Takeoff  =  4,000  ft.  or  More 
Note  Mileage  rings  are  for  reference  only  and  do  not  indicate  actual  distance  along  the  flight  path 
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Figure  6.2-4 

Flight  Tracks  for  Departing  Turboprop  Aircraft  on  All  Runways 
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Table  6.2-2 

Effective  Arrivals  by  Fleet  and  Runway  End 


Percent  Effective  Arrivals  by  Fleet 


1993  29M  37.5M 

Runway  End  and  Improvement  Concept  Historic  Low  High 


Runway  4L/R 

PRASGoal  21.1  21.1  21.1 

Alternative  1  -  All  Actions  -  24.6  30.0 

Preferred  Alternative  -  All  Except  Peak  Period  Pricing  -  24.6  29.7 

Alternatives  2/3 -All  Except  Runway  14/32  and  No  Build  --  34.1  45.4 

Alternative  4  -  No  Action  35.8  34.8  47.3 

Runway  15L/R 

PRASGOAL  8.4  8.4  8.4 

Alternative  1  -  All  Actions  -  7.7  6.0 

Preferred  Alternative  -  All  Except  Peak  Period  Pricing  --  7.7  4.1 

Alternatives  2/3 -All  Except  Runway  14/32  and  No  Build  -  4.1  2.1 

Alternative  4  -  No  Action  3.7  4.9  1.2 

Runway  22L/R 

PRASGoal  6.5  6.5  6.5 

Alternative  1  -  All  Actions  -  12.2  12.0 

Preferred  Alternative  -  All  Except  Peak  Period  Pricing  -  12.3  16.1 

Alternatives2/3- All  Except  Runway  14/32  and  No  Build  ~  12.1  13.9 

Alternative  4  -  No  Action  11.7  12.4  21.6 

Runway  27 

PRASGoal  21.7  21.7  21.7 

Alternative  1  -  All  Actions  -  18.6  16.0 

Preferred  Alternative  -  All  Except  Peak  Period  Pricing  ~  18.6  13.1 

Alternatives  2/3 -All  Except  Runway  14/32  and  No  Build  --  14.6  23.7 

Alternative  4  -  No  Action  16.9  14.6  15.7 

Runways  33L  and  32 

PRASGoal  42.3  42.3  42.3 

Alternative  1  -  All  Actions  -  36.8  35.9 

Preferred  Alternative  -  All  Except  Peak  Period  Pricing  -  36.8  37.0 

Alternatives  2/3 -All  Except  Runway  14/32  and  No  Build  ~  35.0  14.9 

Alternative  4  -  No  Action  31.8  33.2  14.2 
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Table  6.2-3 

Effective  Departures  By  Fleet  and  Runway  End 


Runway  End  and  Improvement  Concept 

Runway  4LyR 
PRAS  Goal 

Alternative  1  -  All  Actions 

Preferred  Alternative  -  All  Except  Peak  Period  Pricing 
Alternatives  2/3  -  All  Except  Runway  14/32  and  No  Build 
Alternative  4  -  No  Action 

Runway  15L/R  and  14 
PRAS  Goal 

Alternative  1  -  All  Actions 

Preferred  Alternative  -  All  Except  Peak  Period  Pricing 
Alternatives  2/3  -  All  Except  Runway  14/32  and  No  Build 
Alternative  4  -  No  Action 


Percent  Effective  Departures  by  Fleet 
1993  29M  37.5M 

Historic  Low  High 


5.6 


10.3 


23.3 


12.9 


5.6 

7.6 
7.8 
7.0 
7.7 

23.3 

18.1 
18.0 
13.0 
12.5 


5.6 

11.1 
6.7 

13.9 
7.7 

23.3 

11.6 
14.6 
9.5 
12.2 


Runway  22L/R 

PRAS  Goal  28.0 

Alternative  1  -  All  Actions 

Preferred  Alternative  -  All  Except  Peak  Period  Pricing 

Alternatives  2/3  -  All  Except  Runway  14/32  and  No  Build 

Alternative  4  -  No  Action  27.5 

Runway  27 

PRAS  Goal  17.9 

Alternative  1  -  All  Actions 

Preferred  Alternative  -  All  Except  Peak  Period  Pricing 

Alternative  2/3  -  All  Except  Runway  14/32  and  No  Build 

Alternative  4  -  No  Action  1 2.3 

Runway  SSL 

PRAS  Goal  11.9 

Alternative  1  -  All  Actions 

Preferred  Alternative  -  All  Except  Peak  Period  Pricing 

Alternatives  2/3  -  All  Except  Runway  14/32  and  No  Build 

Alternative  4  -  No  Action  1 1 .7 

Runway  9 

PRAS  Goal  13.3 

Alternative  1  -  All  Actions 

Preferred  Alternative  -  All  Except  Peak  Period  Pricing 

Alternatives  2/3  -  All  Except  Runway  1 4/32  and  No  Build 

Alternative  4  -  No  Action  25.2 


28.0 

26.9 
27.0 
26.1 
26.3 

17.9 

17.0 
16.9 
15.2 
14.1 

11.9 

12.0 
12.0 
11.5 
11.1 

13.3 

18.5 
18.4 
27.3 
28.3 


28.0 

24.8 
25.1 
37.3 
33.4 

17.9 

17.1 
20.5 
5.4 

5.5 

11.9 

9.8 
9.9 
1.7 
3.0 

13.3 

25.7 
23.1 

32.3 
38.2 
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Table  6.2-4 

1998  Effective  Jet  Runway  Utilization 


Runway  End 

1998  Effective 

PRAS  Goals 

Arrivals 

Departures 

Arrivals 

Departures 

4L/R 

36.7% 

6.6% 

21.1% 

5.6% 

9 

0.0% 

29.9% 

0.0% 

13.3% 

15R 

1.2% 

10.9% 

8.4% 

23.3% 

22L/R 

11.9% 

30.9% 

6.5% 

28.0% 

27 

21.7% 

16.6% 

21.7% 

17.9% 

33L 

28.6% 

5.2% 

42.3% 

11.9% 

Totals 

100.1% 

100.1% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Because  of  random  variations  in  wind  and  weather  conditions,  as  well  as  fluctuations  in 
demand,  it  is  unlikely  that  the  annual  PRAS  goals  will  ever  be  achieved  exactly.  However, 
comparing  1998  conditions  with  the  stated  goals,  there  are  several  areas  where  improved 
compliance  would  help  reduce  noise  in  the  most  highly  exposed  neighborhoods.  Use  of 
Runway  9  for  departures  is  currently  more  than  double  the  desired  utilization  and  directly 
contributes  to  high  exposure  levels  in  Winthrop.  Also,  lower-than-desired  use  of 
Runway  15R  for  departures  and  33L  for  arrivals  means  that  more  noise  is  occurring  over 
populated  areas  rather  than  over  water  to  the  southeast  of  Logan  Airport. 

Over  use  of  Runways  4L  and  4R  for  arrivals  creates  higher  noise  exposure  in  the  vicinity  of 
City  Point  in  South  Boston  and  other  South  Shore  communities.  In  addition,  excessive  use 
of  Runway  22L  for  arrivals  and  4R  for  departures  creates  more  noise  for  areas  of  Winthrop 
and  Bayswater  Street  in  East  Boston.  Each  of  these  situations  is  exacerbated  further  under 
the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario. 

Only  portions  of  East  Boston  and  Chelsea  have  benefited  from  this  current  use; 
Runway  33L  is  used  for  departures  less  than  half  as  much  as  its  PRAS  goal,  and 
Runway  15R  is  used  for  arrivals  only  one-seventh  as  much  as  its  PRAS  utilization  goal. 

Under  the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  the  Preferred  Alternative,  which  includes 
Runway  14/32,  offers  a  dramatic  improvement  in  Air  Traffic  Control's  (ATC's)  ability  to 
achieve  the  PRAS  goals  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  For  example,  under  the 
29M  Low  Fleet  scenario  effective  use  of  Runway  9  for  departures  over  Winthrop  decreases 
from  30  percent  in  1998  and  28  percent  in  the  future  No  Action  Alternative  down  to 
approximately  18  percent  with  the  Preferred  Alternative;  the  PRAS  goal  for  Runway  9  is 
13  percent.  Similarly,  to  the  south,  effective  utilization  of  Runways  4L  and  4R  for  landings 
over  City  Point  decreases  from  37  percent  in  1998  and  35  percent  in  the  future  No  Action 
Alternative  to  25  percent  with  the  Preferred  Alternative.  The  PRAS  goal  for  those  runways 
is  21  percent. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  also  increases  the  use  of  overwater  flight  paths.  Under  the 
29M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  departures  on  Runway  15R  increase  from  13  percent  with  the  No 
Action  Alternative  up  to  18  percent  (Runways  15R  and  14)  with  the  Preferred  Alternative, 
consistent  with  the  PRAS  objective  to  maximize  over-water  routings.  In  the  opposite 
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direction,  arrivals  to  Runway  33L  increase  from  33  percent  with  the  No  Action  Alternative 
up  to  37  percent  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  (Runways  33L  and  32). 

Collectively,  these  changes  clearly  show  that  the  added  flexibility  of  the  new 
Runway  14/32  plays  a  significant  role  in  ATC's  ability  to  better  achieve  the  current  PRAS 
goals,  especially  those  that  involve  over-water  operations.  The  resulting  noise  benefits  are 
discussed  in  the  following  section. 


As  the  discussion  in  the  prior  sections  indicates,  with  a  growing  number  of  operations  at 
Logan  represented  by  the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario  and  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario,  the 
No  Action  Alternative  will  cause  Runways  4L/R  and  27to  be  utilized  for  increasing 
numbers  of  arrivals  and  Runways  22L/R  and  9  for  increasing  numbers  of  departures. 
These  increases  wUl  occur  despite  the  fact  that  even  present  runway  usages  exceed  the 
PRAS  goals.  Without  the  addition  of  Runway  14/32,  these  runway  combinations  are  the 
only  ones  that  can  accommodate  the  increasing  demand.  Noise  exposure  off  these  runway 
ends  will  increase,  as  well. 

Unidirectional  Runway  14/32,  on  the  other  hand,  wUl  give  air  traffic  controllers  two  or 
three  runways  to  use  during  northwest  winds  (instead  of  the  current  one  or  two),  and  will 
offer  greater  flexibility  to  achieve  both  long-term  annual  PRAS  goals  and  short-term  dwell 
and  persistence  relief.  This  benefits  the  neighborhoods  experiencing  the  most  aircraft  noise, 
accomplishing  exactly  what  PRAS  was  designed  to  do. 

The  next  sections  document  the  noise  contour  results  of  the  INM  modeling  for  the  No 
Action  and  Preferred  Alternatives. 


Appendix  L  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  presented  a  complete  set  of  DNL  contours 
covering  the  full  range  of  project  Alternatives  and  fleet  forecasts  addressed  in  this  study.  A 
summary  of  the  noise  results  for  fleets  analyzed  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  is  in 
Appendix  E  of  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  The  65  dB  DNL  contours  for  the  No  Action 
and  Preferred  Alternatives  under  the  29M  Low  and  37.5M  High  Heets  are  presented  in 
Figures  6.2-5  and  6.2-6  to  show  the  relative  effects  of  each  of  the  study  cases  on  an 
improved  base  map.  Figures  6.2-7  and  6.2-8  compare  DNL  contour  values  of  60,  65,  and 
70  dB  under  each  of  the  two  fleet  assumptions.  Their  differences  are  discussed  in  the 
following  section. 


6.2.2 


INM  Modeled  In-flight  Noise  Levels 


6.2.3 


Area-wide  Cumulative  Noise  Exposure  Contours 
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Figure  6.2-5 
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Day/Night  Sound  Levels 
65  DNL  Contours,  29M  Low  -  No  Action 
and  Preferred  Alternatives 


Source:  Harris  Miller  Miller  &  Hanson 
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Figure  6.2-6 
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Day/Night  Sound  Levels 
65  DNL  Contours,  37.5M  High,  No  Action 
and  Preferred  Alternatives 


Source:  Harris  Miller  Miller  &  Hanson 


Environmental  Consequences 


6-25 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  DEIS  /  FEIR 


Massachusetts  Bay 


;Hull 


Legend 

No  Action  Alternative  29M  Low 

60,  65  and  70  DNL 

Preferred  Alternative  29M  Low 

60,  65  and  70  DNL 
Open  Space 

Census  Blocks 

Populated 
Non-Populated 


A 


N 


0       0.5       1       1.5  Miles 


Figure  6.2-7 
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Day/Night  Sound  Levels  •  60,  65  and  70  DNL 
Contours,  29M  Low,  No  Action  and 
Preferred  Alternatives 


Source:  Harris  Miller  Miller  &  Hanson 
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Figure  6.2-8 
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Day/Night  Sound  Levels  -  60,  65  and  70  DNL 
Contours,  37.5M  High,  No  Action  and 
Preferred  Alternatives 


Source:  Harris  Miller  Miller  &  Hanson 
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6.2.3.1      Comparison  of  The  No  Action  Alternative  and  the 
Preferred  Alternative 

29M  Low  Fleet  Scenario 

Figure  6.2-7  compares  the  DNL  contours  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  with  the  No  Action 
Alternative  for  the  near-term  29M  Low  Fleet.  In  general,  the  No  Action  Alternative 
produces  more  delay  and  poorer  compliance  with  PRAS  goals. 

With  the  addition  of  Runway  14/32,  noise  exposure  decreases  off  the  approach  end  of 
Runway  4R  in  the  City  Point  area  of  South  Boston  but  only  at  lower  levels  of  exposure 
between  DNL  60  dB  and  65  dB;  no  one  in  this  area  is  exposed  to  noise  above  a  DNL  of 
65  dB.  To  the  southwest,  consistent  with  achievement  of  PRAS  goals,  departure  noise  from 
Runway  27  increases  with  the  addition  of  Runway  14/32,  adding  to  the  exposure  in  that 
area  of  South  Boston  both  in  the  increment  from  DNL  65  dB  to  70  dB  and  also  further  to  the 
southwest  in  the  increment  from  60  to  65  dB,  though  the  increases  are  less  than  1.5  dB  in 
both  areas.  Exposure  due  to  takeoffs  over  East  Boston  and  Chelsea  is  relaHvely  unchanged 
under  the  Preferred  Alternative  given  that  there  are  only  minor  differences  in  runway  use 
between  the  No  Action  and  Preferred  Alternative,  and  aircraft  departing  from  Runway  33L 
generally  make  15  degree  left  turns  up  the  Mystic  River.  However,  in  those  neighborhoods 
directly  aligned  with  Runway  33L/15R  there  are  small  increases  in  exposure  of  less  than 
1.5  dB  due  to  increases  in  arriving  air  traffic  on  Runway  15R. 

Exposure  in  Revere  is  very  slightly  reduced,  while  the  remaining  areas  of  Winthrop,  near 
and  on  Point  Shirley,  experience  decreased  exposure  due  to  decreased  use  of  Runway  9  for 
departures.  Increased  use  of  both  Runway  15R  and  the  new  Runway  14  for  departures, 
combined  with  their  added  use  in  the  opposite  direction  for  landings  (to  Runways  33L  and 
32) ,  will  cause  increased  exposure  over  Long  Island  and  other  Boston  Harbor  Islands, 
generally  m  the  range  of  DNL  60  dB  to  65  dB.  Noise  exposure  further  to  the  southeast  in 
Hull  is  expected  to  be  less  than  DNL  60  dB. 

37.5M  High  Fleet  Scenario 

Under  the  long-term  37.5M  High  Heet,  the  above  noise  exposure  patterns  are  more 
pronounced,  as  seen  in  Figure  6.2-8.  Exposure  in  South  Boston,  east  of  D  Street,  which  is 
affected  by  departures  from  Runway  27,  increases  approximately  5  dB  DNL.  Increased 
departures  on  Runway  33L  and  increased  arrivals  on  Runway  15R  produce  approximately 
4  dB  DNL  higher  exposure  in  portions  of  East  Boston  and  Chelsea.  For  other  communities 
surrounding  Logan  noise  exposure  declines  by  2  to  3  dB  DNL  under  the  Preferred 
Alternative. 

The  Harbor  Islands  will  generally  receive  increases  in  DNL  from  3  to  5  dB  due  to  better 
achievement  of  the  PRAS  goals  for  departures  on  Runway  15R  and  arrivals  on  Runway  33L. 
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6.3.2.2    Comparison  of  1998  Actual  Exposure  with  the  29l\/l  Low  No  Action 
Alternative 

To  give  additional  context.  Figure  6.2-9  compares  the  60,  65,  and  70  dB  DNL  contours  for  the 
29  M  Low  Reet  scenario  with  1998  exposure  levels.  The  29M  Low  Reet  scenario  is  used  in 
this  discussion  because  it  most  closely  resembles  current  activity  levels  at  Logan  Airport. 

Differences  between  the  two  cases  occur  in  several  areas-  the  1998  contours  are  larger  than 
the  29M  Low  Reet  No  Action  contours  over  much  of  Winthrop  (including  Point  Shirley)  and 
in  South  Boston  off  of  Runway  27.  Conversely,  in  East  Boston  and  Chelsea  off  the  departure 
end  of  Runway  33L,  the  1998  contours  are  smaller  than  the  29M  Low  Reet  No  Action 
Alternative.  There  are  three  basic  reasons  for  these  differences. 

The  1998  contours  are  generally  larger  than  those  for  the  29M  Low  Reet  scenario  because  the 
latter  has  fewer  Stage  2  aircraft,  including  17  percent  fewer  at  night  (see  Table  6.2-1).  Thate 
smaller  number  accounts  for  a  3  to  4  dB  improvement  in  average  exposure  around  the  entire 
airport  when  compared  to  1998.  A  reduction  of  similar  magnitude  was  anticipated  in  the 
Logan  Airport  1998  Annual  Update,  where  Figure  5-8  depicted  the  anticipated  improvement  in 
exposure  off  of  Runway  27  if  no  Stage  2  aircraft  were  to  remain  in  the  1998  fleet.  Based  on  this 
analysis,  the  fact  that  fleet  differences  exist  between  1998  and  the  No  Action  Alternative 
should  not  imply  that  the  29M  Low  Reet  scenario  is  inaccurate  or  unrepresentative  of  the 
future.  The  No  Action  Alternative  is  based  on  passenger  demand  that  exceeds  1998  levels  by 
only  2.5  million  people,  and  it  assumes  a  higher  use  of  Stage  3  aircraft  than  occurred  in  1998. 
The  29M  Low  Reet  represents  an  upper  bound  on  near-term  noise  exposure  since  aU  US 
aircraft  with  maximum  gross  tiikeoff  weights  greater  than  75,000  pounds  must  comply  with 
Stage  3  criteria  as  of  January  1, 2000. 

Another  important  difference  between  the  1998  and  the  No  Action  Alternative  noise  contours 
pertains  to  the  departure  corridor  for  Runway  27.  The  1998  corridor  is  based  on  a  large 
sample  of  radar  data  taken  from  Massport's  noise  monitoring  system  after  the  FAA 
implemented  a  new  jet  departure  procedure  in  accordance  with  the  FAA  Record  of  Decision 
(ROD)  on  the  Runway  27  EIS.  The  Airside  Draft  EIS/EIR,  however,  was  under  way  well 
before  the  ROD,  and  could  only  approximate  how  the  new  departure  procedure  would  be 
specified  by  the  FAA.  The  difference  in  model  inputs  creates  a  slight  clockwise  (westward) 
shift  to  the  contours  off  of  Runway  27  for  each  of  the  Airside  Project  Alternatives  compared 
to  1998.  It  does  not  represent  a  real  difference  in  corridor  location  or  noise  between  the  two 
scenarios.  It  does,  however,  contribute  to  the  large  difference  in  population  counts  between 
1998  and  the  29M  Low  No  Action  Alternative  in  South  Boston. 

A  third  cause  for  differences  in  the  noise  contours  is  due  to  variations  in  assumed  runway 
utilization.  For  valid  statistical  modeUng  purposes  the  Airside  Project  alternatives  utilize  10- 
year  weather  data  and  corresponding  runway  assignments.  Since  weather  patterns  have  a 
major  effect  on  runway  use,  and  since  weather  varies  substantially  from  year  to  year, 
modeled  results  wiU  invariably  differ  from  any  actual  year. 

In  sum,  the  fleet,  flight  track,  and  runway  assignment  differences  all  help  explain  the 
differences  in  noise  contours  shown  in  Figure  6.2-9. 
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Figure  6.2-9 
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1998  No  Action  &  29M  Low  Fleet 
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6.2.4        Area-wide  Cumulative  Noise  Exposed  Population 

Estimates  of  the  number  of  people  residing  within  various  5  dB  increments  of  noise 
exposure  for  the  29M  Low  Fleet  and  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenarios  under  the  No  Action  and 
Preferred  Alternatives  are  summarized  in  Table  6.2-5.  Included  in  this  table  are  the  1998 
populations  for  reference  (population  summaries  for  the  29M  High  Reet,  37. 5M  Low  Fleet, 
and  45M  High  Fleet  scenarios  are  found  in  Appendix  L  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
and  Appendix  E  of  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR).  It  is  notable  that  under  all  of  the 
improvement  alternatives,  the  population  exposed  to  each  value  of  DNL  (greater  than  or 
equal  to  60  through  75  dB)  is  significantly  less  than  that  of  either  the  1993  modeled 
historical  or  the  1998  actual  noise-exposed  populations.  This  improvement  is  due  to  the 
January  1,  2000  phase-out  of  the  noisier  Stage  2  aircraft  having  a  maximum  gross  takeoff 
weight  greater  than  75,000  pounds. 


Table  6.2-5 

Summary  of  Noise-Exposed  Population 


No  Action 

Preferred 

Preferred  Alt. 

Percent 

Day-Night  Sound 

1998 

Alternative 

Alternative 

Compared  to 

Change 

Level  in  dB 

Actual 

(Alt.  4) 

(Alt.  1A) 

No  Action 

re  No  Action 

29M  Low  Fleet 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 

577 

257 

77 

-180 

-70% 

DNL  70  dB  and  above 

2,679 

1,521 

1,459 

-62 

-4% 

DNL  65  dB  and  above 

23,296 

17,531 

17,909 

378 

2% 

DNL  60  dB  and  above 

93,860 

59,523 

60,418 

895 

2% 

37.5M  High  Fleet 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 

577 

257 

58 

-199 

-77% 

DNL  70  dB  and  above 

2,679 

3,828 

1,028 

-2,800 

-73% 

DNL  65  dB  and  above 

23,296 

11,499 

12,007 

508 

4% 

DNL  60  dB  and  above 

93,860 

41,659 

52,153 

10,494 

25% 

1      Except  for  1 998,  all  estimates  are  based  on  mnway  use  chosen  to  most  nearly  achieve  PRAS  goals  and  reflect  the  effects  of  delayed 
aircraft  as  determined  by  the  DELAYSII^  model. 


2  References  to  29M  Low  Fleet  and  37 .5M  High  Fleet  scenarios  do  not  apply  to  1 993  or  1 998;  they  are  applicable  only  to  The  Prefen'ed 
and  No  Action  Alternatives. 

3  Where  applicable,  counts  now  include  502  institutional  residents  of  Long  Island  in  Boston  Hartxjr.  None  of  these  individuals  is  exposed  to 
noise  greater  than  DNL  of  65  dB  under  any  of  the  study  scenarios;  they  do,  however,  experience  DNL  values  of  60  to  65  dB  in  some 
cases  but  were  not  previously  counted  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  or  the  Logan  Airport  GEIR  and  its  Annual  Updates. 
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As  shown  in  Table  6.2-5,  the  Preferred  Alternative  significantly  reduces  the  population 
exposed  to  DNL  values  greater  than  or  equal  to  70  and  75  dB.  The  benefits  range  from 
70  to  77  percent  for  exposures  greater  than  or  equal  to  75  dB,  and  from  4  to  73  percent 
for  values  of  70  dB  and  more.  These  reductions  are  a  direct  result  of  the 
implementation  of  Runway  14/32,  which  enables  FAA  controllers  to  better  achieve 
PRAS  goals  that  were  specifically  designed  to  give  relief  to  the  populations 
experiencing  the  most  airport  noise. 

These  benefits  at  high  exposure  levels  cause  increases  in  population  within  the  65  dB 
contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative;  they  range  from  2  to  4  percent,  while  increases 
within  the  60  dB  DNL  contour  range  from  1  to  25  percent. 

Noise  exposed  populations  are  broken  down  by  community  area  in  Tables  6.2-6  and 
6.2-7.  The  first  presents  the  exposed  populations  for  the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario  while 
Table  6.2-7  presents  similar  data  for  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  At  a  DNL  of  70  dB 
or  greater,  the  most  heavily  affected  communities  are  East  Boston  and  Winthrop. 
Revere  becomes  heavily  affected  at  these  exposure  levels  with  the  higher  fleet  forecast. 
At  65  dB  or  greater,  Chelsea  and  South  Boston  are  added  to  the  list  of  impacted 
communities  (similar  tables  for  the  other  fleets  were  in  Appendix  L  of  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  are  summarized  in  Appendix  E  of  this 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR). 

An  analysis  of  the  neighborhoods  exposed  to  noise  levels  greater  than  or  equal  to  70  dB 
indicates  that  Runway  14/32  is  projected  to  reduce  impacts  for  those  areas  most 
affected  by  airport  noise.  For  example,  under  the  No  Action  Alternative  for  the 
29M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  approximately  200  residents  of  Point  Shirley  are  projected  to 
reside  within  the  75  dB  DNL  contour;  however,  under  the  Preferred  Alternative, 
60  percent,  or  about  120  Point  Shirley  residents,  would  benefit  from  a  reduction  in 
noise  sufficiently  large  to  remove  them  from  the  75  dB  DNL  contour.  In  addition,  a 
total  of  approximately  860  residents  of  Point  Shirley  are  exposed  to  noise  above  a  DNL 
of  70  dB  if  no  action  is  taken;  this  number  is  reduced  to  about  675  with  the  Preferred 
Alternative.  Still  larger  numbers  of  Point  Shirley  residents  benefit  from  the  Preferred 
Alternative  at  lower  DNL  levels.  Ln  addition.  East  Boston's  Orient  Heights 
neighborhood  is  projected  to  experience  a  small  reduction  in  population  within  the  75 
and  70  dB  contours  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  compared  to  the  No  Action 
Alternative.  These  reductions  are  the  result  of  the  additional  flexibility  available  to  air 
traffic  controllers  in  the  selection  of  runways  and  hence  a  greater  ability  to  achieve 
PRAS  long-term  and  short-term  noise  goals. 
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Table  6.2-6 

Noise-Exposed  Population  by  Town  or  Neighborhood  Area  -  29M  Low  Fleet  Scenario 


Day-Night  Sound 
Level  in  dB 


Chelsea 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


1998 
Actual 


0 
0 
0 

9,222 


No  Action 
Alternative  4 


0 

0 

3,056 
10,232 


Preferred 
Alternative  1A 

0 

0 

3,300 
10,370 


Preferred  Alt. 
Compared  to 
No  Action 


0 

0 

244 
138 


Percent  Change 
re  No  Action 


0% 
0% 
8% 
1% 


Everett 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dBand  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


0 
0 
0 
220 


0 
0 
0 
340 


0 
0 

0 
120 


0% 
0% 

0% 
54% 


E.  Boston  -  Eagle  Hill 

DNL  75  dBand  above 
DNL  70  dBand  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


0 
0 

2,280 
19,040 


0 

280 
4,134 
15,921 


0 

280 

4,134 
15,921 


0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 


E.  Boston  -  Orient  Hts/ 
Bayswater  St. 

DNL  75  dBand  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


58 
239 
1,742 
5,128 


58 
157 
612 

4,332 


0 
118 
751 

4,457 


-58 
-39 
139 
125 


-100% 
-25% 
23% 
3% 


Other  East  Boston 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


0 
351 
3,940 
6,228 


0 
0 

2,371 
5,782 


0 
0 

2,371 
5,782 


0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 


Total  East  Boston(') 

DNL  75  dBand  above 
DNL  70  dBand  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


58 
590 
7,962 
30,396 


58 

437 
7,117 
26,035 


0 

398 
7,256 
26,160 


-58 
-39 
139 

125 


-100% 
-9% 
2% 
<1% 


Long  Island 

DNL  75  dBand  above 
DNL  70  dBand  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dBand  above 


0 
0 
0 

502 


0 
0 
0 
502 


0 
0 
0 
502 


0% 
0% 
0% 

n/a 
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Table  6.2-6  (Cont'd.) 

Noise-Exposed  Population  by  Town  or  Neighborhood  Area  -  29M  Low  Fleet  Scenario 


Day-Night  Sound 
Level  in  dB 


1998 
Actual 


No  Action 
Alternative  4 


Preferred 
Alternative  1A 


Revere 

DNL75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 

South  Boston'^) 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 

Boston  (Otherf) 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 

Winthrop  -  Point  Shirley 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 

Winthrop  -  Court  Road 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 

Rest  of  Winthrop 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 

Total  Winthrop 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dBand  above 
DNL 60  dBand  above 


0 
0 

3,168 
5,300 


0 

48 
3,553 
22,511 

0 
0 
0 

10,809 

519 
1,266 
2,195 
4,080 

0 

731 
3,387 
3,387 

0 
44 
3,031 
7,653 

519 
2,041 
8,613 
15,120 


Total  Population  Summary 

DNL  75  dB  and  above  577 

DNL  70  dB  and  above  2,679 

DNL  65  dB  and  above  23,296 

DNL  60  dB  and  above  93,860 


0 
0 

3,001 
5,227 

0 
0 
66 

6,010 

0 
0 
0 
0 

199 
862 
1,924 
2,973 

0 

222 

1,523 
3,387 

0 
0 

844 
5,439 

199 

1,084 

4,291 
11,799 


257 

1,521 
17,531 
59,523 


0 
0 

2,999 
5,115 

0 
0 

98 
6,603 

0 
0 
0 
0 

77 
673 
1,649 
2,657 

0 
388 
1,763 
3,387 

0 

0 

844 
5,284 

77 
1,061 
4,256 
11,328 


77 
1,459 
17,909 
60,418 


Preferred  Alt. 
Compared  to 
No  Action 


0 
0 
-2 
-112 

0 
0 
32 

593 

0 
0 
0 
0 

-122 
-189 
-275 
-316 

0 
166 
240 

0 

0 
0 

0 

-155 

-122 
-23 
-35 

-471 


-180 
-62 
378 
895 


Percent  Change 
re  No  Action 


0% 
0% 
<-1% 
<-1% 


0% 
0% 
48% 
9% 

0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 

-61% 
-22% 
-14% 
-11% 

0% 

75% 
16% 
0% 

0% 
0% 
0% 
-3% 

-61% 
-2% 
-1% 
-4% 


-70% 
-4% 

2% 
2% 


1 .  The  only  area  in  South  Boston  included  within  the  60  dB  DNL  contour  for  these  scenanos  is  the  D  Street  area. 

2.  "Boston  (Other)"  includes  Back  Bay,  Dorchester,  Jamaica  Plain,  Roxbury,  and  the  South  End. 

3.  Except  for  1 998,  all  estimates  are  based  on  runway  use  chosen  to  most  nearly  achieve  PRAS  goals  and  reflect  the  effects  of  delayed  aircraft  as  determined  by  the 
DELAYSIM  model. 

4.  References  to  29M  Low  and  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenarios  do  not  apply  to  1 998;  they  are  applicable  only  to  Alternatives  1 A  and  4. 
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Table  6.2-7 

Noise-Exposed  Population  by  Town  or  Neighborhood  Area  -  37.5M  High  Fleet  Scenario 


Day-Night  Sound 
Level  in  dB 


Chelsea 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


1998 
Actual 


0 
0 
0 

9,222 


No  Action 
Alternative  4 

0 
0 

0 

3,095 


Preferred 
Alternative  1 A 

0 
0 

1,415 
8,488 


Preferred  Alt. 
Compared  to 
No  Action 


0 
0 

1,415 
5,393 


Percent  Change 
re  No  Action 


0% 
0% 

n/a 
174% 


Everett 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 


E.  Boston  -  Eagle  Hill 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


0 
0 

2,280 
19,040 


0 

0 

237 
5,058 


0 

0 

2,593 
12,379 


0 

0 

2,356 
7,321 


0% 

0% 
994% 
145% 


E.  Boston  -  Orient  Hts/ 
Bayswater  St. 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


58 
239 
1,742 
5,128 


58 
355 
1,170 
5,128 


58 
157 
596 
3,451 


0 

-198 
-574 
-1,677 


0% 
-56% 
^9% 
-33% 


Other  East  Boston 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


0 
351 
3,940 
6,228 


0 

0 

1,599 
4,602 


0 

0 

1,058 
5,170 


0 
0 

-541 
568 


0% 

0% 
-34% 
12% 


Total  East  BostonH) 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


58 
590 
7,962 
30,396 


58 
355 
3,006 
14,788 


58 
157 
4,247 
21,000 


0 

-198 
1,241 
6,212 


0% 
-56% 
41% 
42% 


Long  Island 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


0 
0 
0 

502 


0 
0 

0 
502 


0 
0 

0 
502 


0% 
0% 
0% 

n/a 
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Table  6.2-7  (cont.) 

Noise-Exposed  Population  by  Town  or  Neighborhood  Area  ~  37.5M  High  Fleet  Scenario 


Day-Night  Sound 
Level  in  dB 


Revere 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL70  dBand  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 

South  Boston'^) 
DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 

Boston  (Otherp) 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 

Winthrop  -  Point  Shirley 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 

Winthrop  -  Court  Road 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


1998 
Actual 


0 

0 

3,168 
5,300 

0 
48 

3,553 
22,511 


0 

0 

0 

10,809 

519 
1,266 
2,195 
4,080 


0 
731 
3,387 
3,387 


Rest  of  Winthrop 

DNL  75  dB  and  above  0 

DNL  70  dB  and  above  44 

DNL  65  dB  and  above  3,031 

DNL  60  dB  and  above  7,653 

Total  Winthrop 

DNL  75  dB  and  above  519 

DNL  70  dB  and  above  2,041 

DNL  65  dB  and  above  8,613 

DNL  60  dBand  above  15,120 


Total  Population  Summary 

DNL  75  dB  and  above  577 

DNL  70  dB  and  above  2,679 

DNL  65  dB  and  above  23,296 

DNL  60  dB  and  above  93,860 


No  Action 
Alternative  4 


0 

2,260 
3,799 
8,472 


0 
0 

55 
3,094 


0 

0 

0 

674 

199 

825 
1,863 
2,828 

0 

388 
1,661 
3,387 


0 
0 

1,115 
5,321 

199 
1,213 
4,639 
11,536 


257 
3,828 
11,499 
41,659 


Preferred 
Alternative  1 A 


0 

172 
3,293 
5,658 


0 
0 

48 

6,002 


0 
0 
0 
432 

0 

417 
1,395 
2,401 

0 

282 
1,234 
3,387 


0 
0 

375 
4,283 

0 
699 

3,004 
10,071 


58 
1,028 
12,007 
52,153 


Preferred  Alt. 
Compared  to 
No  Action 


0 

-2,088 
-506 
-2,814 


0 
0 

-7 
2,908 


0 
0 
0 

-242 

-199 
-408 
^68 
-427 

0 

-106 
^27 
0 


0 
0 

-740 
-1,038 


-199 
-514 
-1,635 
-1,465 


-199 
-2,800 
508 
10,494 


Percent  Change 
re  No  Action 


0% 
-92% 
-13% 
-33% 


0% 
0% 
-13% 
94% 


0% 
0% 
0% 
-36% 

-100% 
-49% 
-25% 
-15% 


0% 
-27% 
-26% 

0% 


0% 
0% 
-66% 
-20% 


-100% 
-42% 
-35% 
-13% 


-77% 
-73% 
4% 
25% 


1 .  "Boston  (Other)"  includes  Back  Bay,  Dorchester,  Jamaica  Plain,  Roxbuty,  and  the  South  End. 

2.  Except  for  1 998,  all  estimates  are  based  on  mnway  use  chosen  to  most  nearly  achieve  PRAS  goals  and  reflect  the  effects  of  delayed  aircraft  as  detemiined  by  the 
DELAYSIM  model. 

3.  References  to  29M  Low  and  37.5M  High  Fleets  do  not  apply  to  1998;  they  are  applicable  only  to  Alternatives  1 A  and  4. 
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In  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario,  greater  benefits  are  realized.  Approximately  100  more 
residents  of  Winthrop  located  along  Court  Road  plus  more  than  2,000  residents  of  Revere 
and  nearly  200  people  in  Orient  Heights  are  no  longer  included  in  the  highest  exposure 
levels.  In  fact  in  this  scenario,  some  2,800  people  would  no  longer  be  exposed  to  DNL  levels 
above  70  dB  if  Runway  14/32  were  constructed  and  used  as  projected.  The  tradeoff  for  this 
improvement  is  that  a  net  of  some  500  people  (approximately  4  percent  of  the  total  noise- 
exposed  population  around  Logan  Airport)  have  their  exposure  increased  to  DNL  65  dB. 

6.2.4.1    Population  Experiencing  Significant  Shifts  in  Noise  Exposure 
FAA  Criteria 

The  FAA  standards  for  assessing  changes  in  noise-exposed  populations  center  around 
two  factors:  the  absolute  levels  of  noise  which  residents  experience  and  the  magnitude 
of  the  change  to  which  they  are  exposed.  In  particular,  both  FAA  Order  1050. ID 
entitled  Policies  and  Procedures  for  Considering  Environmental  Impacts  and  FAA  Order 
5050.4A  entitled  Airport  Environmental  Handbook  indicate  that  changes  in  DNL  of  1.5  dB 
or  more  are  considered  significant  when  DNL  values  are  greater  than  65  dB.  Further,  if 
there  are  populated  areas  above  65  dB  DNL  where  the  project-related  noise  does 
change  by  more  than  1.5  dB,  then  areas  between  60  dB  DNL  and  65  dB  DNL  are  also 
examined  to  determine  if  there  are  any  residential  areas  where  the  project-related  noise 
changes  by  more  than  3.0  dB.  This  analysis  must  be  conducted  for  aU  reasonably 
foreseeable  scenarios,  which  for  this  Supplemented  DEIS/FEIR  are  considered  to  be  the 
No  Action  and  Preferred  Alternatives  for  the  near-term  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario.  The 
37.5M  High  Fleet  and  the  37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  which  are  considered  later  in  this 
chapter  are  considered  to  be  longer-term  forecasts  and  are  more  speculative  in  nature. 

Table  6.2-8  summarizes  the  numbers  of  people  who  meet  these  criteria  for  assessing 
noise  exposure  for  the  No  Action  and  the  Preferred  Alternatives  under  the 
29M  Low  Fleet  scenario.  The  table  is  divided  into  two  sections  -  the  top  half  addresses 
the  segment  of  population  that  becomes  newly  included  within  the  specified  criteria 
under  the  Preferred  Alternative;  the  bottom  half  summarizes  those  people  whose  noise 
exposure  declines  as  a  result  of  the  Preferred  Alternative.  A  zero  indicates  that  no  one 
will  experience  a  change  of  the  magnitude  specified  if  the  Preferred  Alternative  is 
implemented. 
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Table  6.2-8 

Population  Affected  by  Significant  Shifts  in  Noise  Exposure  Resulting 

From  the  Preferred  Alternative,  Per  FAA  Criteria  for  Significant  Impact  -  29M  Low  Fleet 

Scenario 


Newly  Included  Population 

DNL                          DNL  DNL 

65  to  70  dB                 70  to  75  dB  greater  than  75  dB 

Increase  of                Increase  of  Increase  of 

Community               1.5  or  more  dB             1.5  or  more  dB  1.5  or  more  dB 


Ciielsea 

0 

0 

0 

Dorchester 

0 

0 

0 

E.  Boston 

0 

0 

0 

Everett 

0 

0 

0 

Long  Island 

0 

0 

0 

Revere 

0 

0 

0 

Roxbury 

0 

0 

0 

S.  Boston 

0 

0 

0 

Winthrop 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

0 

0 

0 

Decrease  of 

Decrease  of 

Decrease  of 

1.5  or  more  dB 

1.5  or  moredB 

1.5  or  moredB 

Chelsea 

0 

0 

0 

Dorchester 

0 

0 

0 

E.  Boston 

0 

0 

0 

Everett 

0 

0 

0 

Long  Island 

0 

0 

0 

Revere 

0 

0 

0 

Roxbury 

0 

0 

0 

S.  Boston 

0 

0 

0 

Winthrop 

219 

189 

0 

Total 

219 

189 

0 

Secretary  of  the  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs  Request  under  MEPA 

In  addition  to  standard  FAA  impact  criteria  used  to  judge  this  project,  the  May  7,  1999 
EOEA  Certificate  on  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  requested  that  the  Final  EIR  report 
on  the  number  of  people  located  within  the  60  to  65  dB  D^JL  whose  noise  exposure  had 
changed  by  1.5  dB  or  more.  Table  6.2-9  reports  these  counts. 
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Table  6.2-9 

Population  Affected  by  Significant  Shifts  in  Noise  Exposure  Resulting  From 
The  Preferred  Alternative,  29M  Low  Fleet  Scenario  Per  MEPA  Request 


Newly  Included  Population 


DNL 

DNL 

DNL 

DNL 

Community 

60  to  65  dB 

65  to  70  dB 

70  to  75  dB 

greater  than  75  dB 

Increase  of    Increase  of 

Increase  of 

Increase  of 

Increase  of 

Increase  of 

Increase  of 

Increase  of 

less  than 

3  or 

less  liiail 

1.3  or 

icss  iridn 

1  <>  nr 
1.9  or 

icss  inan 

1.9  or 

3dB 

more  dB 

1.5  dB 

more  dB 

1.5  dB 

more  dB 

1.5  dB 

more  dB 

Chelsea 

138 

0 

347 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Dorchester 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

E.  Boston 

125 

0 

139 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Everett 

120 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Long  Island 

0 

502 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revere 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Roxbury 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

S.  Boston 

1,001 

0 

32 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Winthrop 

76 

0 

240 

0 

166 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

1,460 

502 

758 

0 

166 

0 

0 

0 

Newly  Excluded  Population 

DNL 

DNL 

DNL 

DNL 

60  to  65  dB 

65  to  70  dB 

70  to  75  dB 

greater  than  75  dB 

Decrease 

Decrease 

Decrease 

Decrease 

Decrease 

Decrease 

Decrease 

Decrease  of 

of  less 

of  3  or 

of  less 

of  1.5  or 

of  less 

of  1.5  or 

of  less 

1.5  or 

than  3  dB 

more  dB 

than  1.5  dB 

more  dB 

than  1.5  dB 

more  dB 

than  1.5  dB 

more  dB 

Chelsea 

0 

0 

103 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Dorchester 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

E.  Boston 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39 

0 

58 

0 

Everett 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Long  Island 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revere 

112 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Roxbury 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

S.  Boston 

408 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Winthrop 

547 

0 

56 

219 

0 

189 

122 

0 

Total 

1,067 

0 

161 

219 

39 

189 

180 

0 

Net  Change  (Newly  Included  -  Newly  Excluded) 

Total 

393 

502 

597 

(219) 

127 

(189) 

(180) 

0 
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This  analysis  shows  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  reduces  the  number  of  people  exposed 
to  high  noise  levels  in  porhons  of  Winthrop,  East  Boston  and  Revere.  To  achieve  these 
reduchons,  the  noise  is  redistributed  more  in  line  with  the  PRAS  goals  causing  increased 
noise  at  lower  exposure  levels  in  the  communities  of  Chelsea,  East  Boston  (near  the 
departure  end  of  Runway  33L),  and  South  Boston. 


Besides  population  counts,  other  metrics  such  as  computed  noise  levels  at  specific  points 
also  are  used  to  identify  changes  in  aircraft  noise.  In  these  analyses,  the  selected  points 
coincide  with  21  of  Massport's  permanent  noise  monitoring  locations  along  with  two 
temporary  measurement  sites  that  were  used  to  collect  additional  data  for  the  Airside 
Project.  These  sites  and  respective  analyses  are  presented  in  Chapter  5  of  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR.  They  have  been  updated  to  show  results  for  1998  actual 
operations  where  available.  The  five  addihonal  metrics  reported  at  each  site  are: 

■  Day-Night  Sound  Level  (DNL) 

■  Nighttime  (10:00  PM  to  7:00  AM)  Equivalent  Sound  Level  (LeqN) 

■  Maximum  Sound  Level  (Lmax) 

■  Time- Above  55,  65,  75,  85,  and  95  dBA  during  Nighttime  hours  (TAN),  and 

■  Time- Above  55,  65,  75,  85,  and  95  dBA  for  full  24  hour  periods  (TA24). 

6.2.5.1      Day  Night  Sound  Levels  (DNL) 

The  calculaHons  of  DNL  by  noise  monitoring  location  for  the  29M  Low  Reet  scenario  and 
the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario  are  presented  in  Table  6.2-10  and  Table  6.2-11,  respectively. 
Similar  tables  for  all  other  study  fleets  were  contained  in  Appendix  L  of  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR.  The  future  year  noise  is  less  than  that  in  1998  at  most 
locations  and  both  Alternatives,  reflecting  the  replacement  of  Stage  2  aircraft  with  quieter 
Stage  3  aircraft. 

At  the  bottom  of  Tables  6.2-10  and  6.2-11,  average  ch£mges  in  noise  level  for  the 
29M  Low  Fleet  and  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenarios  are  compared  for  different  exposure  levels. 
The  Preferred  Alternative,  which  includes  Runway  14/32,  shows  the  greatest  reduction 
in  DNL  when  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative  under  the  37.5M  High  Heet  scenario. 
At  three  of  the  four  close-in  sites  where  projected  DNL  levels  exceed  70  dB  under  the 
No  Action  Alternative  for  the  29M  Low  Reet  scenario,  the  Preferred  Alternative  reduces 
exposure  levels  by  0.1  to  0.9  dB.  Under  the  37.5M  High  Heet  scenario,  the  Preferred 
Alternative  decreases  noise  at  sites  above  70  dB  by  1.4  dB  to  2.2  dB.  (See  Table  6-2.14  in  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  comparisons  to  other  alternatives).  The  differences  in 
the  DNL  between  the  Preferred  Alternative  and  the  No  Action  Alternative  are  principally  the 
result  of  the  airfield  improvements  that  affect  the  Air  Traffic  Control  Tower's  ability  to 
achieve  PRAS  recommendations. 


6.2.5 


Other  Indicators  of  Changed  Exposure 
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Table  6.2-10 

INM-Computed  Day-Night  Sound  Levels  (DNL)  due  to  Flight  Operations  - 
29M  Low  Fleet 


1998 

Alternative  4 

Alternative  1 A 

Noise 
Monitor 

Location 

Existing 
Fleet 

No  Action 

Full  Build 
Without  Peak 
Period  Pricing 

Change 
(in  dB) 
Alt1A-Alt4 

1 

Andrews  Street,  South  End 

CO  "7 

00.7 

DD.U 

oD.y 

o.y 

2 

D  &  DOiton,  bouth  Boston 

6b.7 

dJ.4 

C  A  C 

d4.5 

1.1 

o 
0 

bouth  Boston  Yacht  Oiub,  bouth  Boston 

64.5 

62.0 

61.3 

-0.5 

4 

Bayview  &  Grandview,  Winthrop 

79.4 

76.1 

-0.9 

5 

Harborview  &  Faun  Bar,  Winthrop 

71.4 

69.8 

68.1 

-1.7 

6 

Somerset  &  Johnson,  Winthrop 

68.2 

65.3 

65.5 

0.2 

7 

Loring  Road  Near  Court  Road,  Winthrop 

76.1 

73.6 

75.1 

1.5 

8 

Morton  &  Amelia,  Winthrop 

67.5 

64.8 

64.7 

-0.1 

9 

Bayswater  &  Nancia,  East  Boston 

72.4 

70.6 

70.4 

-0.2 

10 

Bayswater  &  Shawsheen,  East  Boston 

66.3 

64.7 

65.1 

0.4 

11 

Don  Orione,  East  Boston 

62.2 

60.3 

60.4 

0.1 

12 

East  Boston  Yacht  Club,  East  Boston 

74.0 

70.1 

70.0 

-0.1 

10 

bast  Boston  High  bchool.  East  Boston 

64.2 

66.2 

66.0 

-0.2 

A 

Sumner  near  Lamson,  East  Boston 

N/A 

61.2 

61.2 

0.0 

Jettnes  Point  Yacht  Club,  East  Boston 

64.9 

62.6 

62.5 

-0.1 

15 

Admiral  s  Hill,  Chelsea 

61.1 

63.7 

63.7 

0.0 

16 

Bradstreet  Avenue  &  Sales,  Revere 

69.0 

69.1 

68.7 

-0.4 

17 

Carey  Circle,  Revere 

58.3 

59.0 

58.7 

-0.3 

23 

Myrtlebank/Hilltop,  Dorchester 

52.0 

53.4 

52.0 

-1.4 

24 

Cunningham  Park,  Milton 

51.9 

52.3 

51.0 

-1.3 

25 

Squaw  Rock  Park,  Quincy 

51.2 

49.1 

48.7 

-0.4 

26 

Hull  High  School,  Hull 

58.1 

54.8 

55.0 

0.2 

E 

Farragut  @  2nd,  South  Boston 

N/A 

62.5 

61.3 

-1.2 

Average  change  from  70  dB  and  above  Between 
Alts  4  and  1A(4  Sites) 

0.1 

Average  change  from  65  dB  and  above  Between 
Alts  4  and  1 A  (8  Sites) 

-0.2 

Average  change  from  all  values  Between  Alts  4  -0.2 
and  1 A  (23  Sites) 
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Table  6.2-11 

INM-Computed  Day-Night  Sound  Levels  (DNL)  due  to  Flight  Operations  - 
37.5M  High  Fleet 


1998 

Alternative 

Alternative 

4 

1A 

Noise 
Monitor 

Location 

Actual 
Fleet 

No  Action 

Pull  Riiilrl 

run  DuiiQ 
Without 
Peak 
Period 
Pricing 

Change 

tin  HQ\ 

(in  uD; 

Alt1A-Alt4 

1 

Andrews  Street,  South  End 

58.7 

52.3 

56.9 

4.6 

2 

B  &  Bolton,  South  Boston 

66.7 

58.7 

63.8 

5.1 

3 

South  Boston  Yacht  Club,  South  Boston 

64.5 

65.4 

62.6 

-2.8 

4 

Bayview  &  Grandview,  Winthrop 

79.4 

76.2 

74.1 

-2.1 

5 

Harborview  &  Faun  Bar,  Winthrop 

71.4 

69.4 

67.0 

-2.4 

6 

Somerset  &  Johnson,  Winthrop 

68.2 

65.2 

64.7 

-0.5 

7 

Loring  Road  Near  Court  Road,  Winthrop 

76.1 

75.5 

74.1 

-1.4 

8 

Morton  &  Amelia,  Winthrop 

67.5 

66.0 

64.0 

-2.0 

9 

Bayswater  &  Nancia,  East  Boston 

72.4 

72.7 

70.5 

-2.2 

10 

Bayswater  &  Shawsheen,  East  Boston 

66.3 

65.9 

64.3 

-1.6 

11 

Don  Orione,  East  Boston 

62.2 

61.2 

59.5 

-1.7 

12 

East  Boston  Yacht  Club,  East  Boston 

74.0 

70.4 

68.8 

-1.6 

13 

East  Boston  High  School,  East  Boston 

64.2 

60.9 

64.4 

3.5 

A 

Sumner  near  Lamson,  East  Boston 

N/A 

60.0 

60.1 

0.1 

14 

Jeffries  Point  Yacht  Club,  East  Boston 

64.9 

61.7 

61.6 

-0.1 

15 

Admiral's  Hill,  Chelsea 

61.1 

58.8 

62.5 

3.7 

16 

Bradstreet  Avenue  &  Sales,  Revere 

69.0 

72.3 

70.1 

-2.2 

17 

Carey  Circle,  Revere 

58.3 

62.5 

60.3 

-2.2 

23 

Myrtlebank/Hilltop,  Dorchester 

52.0 

56.3 

54.0 

-2.3 

24 

Cunningham  Park,  Milton 

51.9 

55.3 

53.1 

-2.2 

25 

Squaw  Rock  Park,  Quincy 

51.2 

51.0 

49.4 

-1.6 

26 

Hull  High  School,  Hull 

58.1 

54.4 

55.6 

1.2 

E 

Farragut  @  2nd,  South  Boston 

N/A 

64.5 

61.7 

-2.8 

Average  change  from  70  dB  and  above  Between 
Alts  4  and  1 A  (5  Sites) 

-1.9 

Average  change  from  65  dB  and  above  Between 
Alts  4  and  1 A  (10  Sites) 

-1.9 

Average  change  from  all  values  Between  Alts  4  and  -0.6 
1A(23  Sites) 
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6.4.5.2      Nighttime  Equivalent  Sound  Level  (LeqN) 

Table  6.2-12  presents  the  calculations  of  nighttime  equivalent  sound  level  (LeqN)  for  the 
29M  Low  Fleet  scenario.  The  LeqN  is  lower  than  DNL  because  the  number  of  nighttime 
operations  is  much  smaller  than  the  number  of  daytime  operahons  and  because  there  is  no 
lOdB  nighttime  penalty  as  in  the  DNL.  The  change  in  (LeqN)  ranges  from  an  increase  of 
3.2  dB  to  a  decrease  of  3.1  dB,  with  sites  overall  averaging  a  decrease  of  0.1  dB  for  the 
Preferred  Alternative  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  Similar  LeqN  tables  for  other 
fleets,  including  the  37.5M  High  Reet  scenario,  are  contained  in  Appendix  L  of  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR. 

6.2.5.4  Maximum  Sound  Level  (Lmax) 

Table  6.2-13  compares  the  maximum  sound  level  (Lmax)  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  to  the 
Lmax  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  for  the  29M  Low  Fleet  and  37.5M  High  Reet  scenarios. 
These  values  are  for  the  aircraft  operation  that  has  the  highest  Lmax,  whereas  the  values  in 
the  previous  tables  were  for  the  cumulative  noise  exposure  for  all  aircraft  operations.  In 
Table  6.2-13,  the  same  aircraft  operation  is  usually  responsible  for  the  highest  value  of 
Lmax  in  each  fleet  for  all  Alternatives,  even  though  the  number  of  its  operations  varies 
among  the  Alternatives.  The  values  of  Lmax  in  the  37.5M  High  Heet  scenario  are  generally 
less  than  those  in  the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  primarily  because  of  differences  in  the 
scheduled  air  carrier  aircraft  types  -  some  Stage  2  aircraft  that  appear  in  the  lower  fleet 
forecast  have  been  replaced  with  quieter  Stage  3  aircraft  in  the  longer-termforecast.  These 
Lmax  values  are  not  as  useful  for  assessing  the  relative  noise  among  various  locations  and 
fleets  as  are  the  cumulative  metrics  such  as  DNL  because  they  represent  extreme  values, 
rather  than  typical  values,  and  because  they  do  not  consider  how  often  the  noise  events 
occur.  Similar  Lmax  tables  for  all  fleets  are  contained  in  Appendix  L  of  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR. 

6.2.5.5  Time-Above  24-Hour  (TA24) 

Table  6.2-14  shows  the  24-hour  time-above  (TA24)  calculated  for  threshold  values  of  55  dB 
to  95  dB  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  and  the  No  Action  Alternative  under  the 
29M  Low  Fleet  scenario.  Comparison  of  these  TA24  data  show  that  the  Preferred 
Alternative  reduces  the  time-above  various  thresholds  at  most  locations  by  about  20  to  40 
percent.  Maximum  values  of  TA24for  the  No  Action  Alternative  are  found  at  locations  4 
(Bayview  and  Grandview)  and  7  (Loring  Road  near  Court  Road  in  Winthrop)  which  have  2 
and  1  minutes  above  95  dB,  and  17  and  11  minutes  above  85  dB,  respectively.  These  two 
locations  also  have  the  highest  DNL  values.  The  other  locations  that  have  more  than  one 
minute  per  day  above  85  dB  have  DNL  values  of  69  to  70  dB. 

6.2.5.6  Time-Above  Night  (TAN) 

Table  6.2-15  presents  the  corresponding  time-above  data  for  the  nine  hour  nighttime  period 

(TAN).  These  time-above  values  are  much  smaller  thim  those  for  the  entire 

24-  hour  day  because  of  the  shorter  time  period  and  the  reduction  in  the  level  of  aircraft 

operations. 
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Table  6.2-12 

Comparisons  of  INM-Computed  Nighttime  Equivalent  Sound  Levels  (LeqN)  from 
Flight  Operations  for  the  29M  Low  Fleet  Scenario 


Noise 
Monitor 

Location 

No  Action 
Alternative 

Preferred 
Alternative 

Change  (in  dB) 
No  Action  - 
Preferred 

1 
1 

Mriarewb  oucci,  oouin  cna 
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D  1 . 1 
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<;7  7 
0/./ 

xfl  1 

7 
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o 
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00.0 

OD.  / 

Q 

y 
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Ro  n 
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+U.D 
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00. C7 

(^7 
o/.o 

x1  R 

1 1 

uon  unone,  tasi  Dosion 

R1  ft 
0 1 .0 

£;9  ft 

0^.0 

xi  n 

■1  o 

tasi  Dosion  lacni  uiuu,  tasi  dosion 

RO  "J 

R'i  r\ 

j.n  7 

tU.  / 

1  o 

tasi  DOSion  nign  cscnooi,  tasi  dosion 

DU.  1 

'^7  ft 

o/.o 

A 

oumner  near  Lamson,  tasi  Dosion 

On.** 

ot.u 

14 

Jeffries  Point  Yacht  Club,  East  Boston 

OO.O 

c;4  ft 

04.0 

n  7 

10 

Admiral's  Hill,  Chelsea 

O/.O 

00.0 

9  9 
-C.C. 

16 

Bradstreet  Avenue  &  Sales,  Revere 

61.6 

61.8 

+0.2 

17 

Carey  Circle,  Revere 

51.3 

51.6 

+0.3 

23 

Myrtlebank/Hilltop,  Dorchester 

44.9 

45.0 

+0.1 

24 

Cunningham  Park,  Milton 

44.0 

44.1 

+0.1 

25 

Squaw  Rock  Park,  Quincy 

41.1 

41.4 

+0.3 

26 

Hull  High  School,  Hull 

47.9 

47.3 

-0.6 

E 

Farragut  @  2nd,  South  Boston 

53.7 

53.7 

0.0 

Environmental  Consequences  6-48 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 


Table  6.2-13 

Comparison  of  Maximum  Sound  Level  (Lmax)  Values  from  Flight  Operations  for 
the  No  Action  and  Preferred  Alternatives  -  29M  Low  and  37.5M  High  Fleet  Scenarios 


Noise  No  Action  Alternative  Preferred  Alternative 


Monitor 

Location 

29M  Low 

37.5M  High 

29M  Low 

37.5M  High 

1 

Andrews  Street,  South  End 

89.5 

84.5 

89.5 

84.5 

2 

B  &  Bolton,  South  Boston 

99.2 

93.0 

99.2 

93.0 

3 

South  Boston  Yacht  Club,  South  Boston 

94.4 

91.8 

94.4 

86.8 

4 

Bayview  &  Grandview,  WInthrop 

107.2 

101.4 

112.3 

106.1 

5 

Harborview  &  Faun  Bar,  Winthrop 

99.7 

93.3 

100.7 

94.3 

6 

Somerset  &  Johnson,  WInthrop 

90.4 

81.9 

90.4 

81.9 

7 

Loring  Road  near  Court  Road,  Winthrop 

104.7 

97.1 

104.7 

97.1 

8 

Morton  &  Amelia,  Winthrop 

102.5 

97.3 

102.5 

97.3 

9 

Bayswater  &  Nancia,  E.  Boston 

107.7 

103.9 

107.7 

103.9 

10 

Bayswater  &  Shawsheen,  East  Boston 

96.5 

90.1 

96.5 

90.1 

11 

Don  Orione,  East  Boston 

90.3 

83.8 

90.3 

83.8 

12 

East  Boston  Yacht  Club,  East  Boston 

93.0 

85.8 

93.0 

85.8 

13 

East  Boston  High  School,  East  Boston 

102.0 

97.0 

102.0 

97.0 

A 

Sumner  near  Lamson,  East  Boston 

82.1 

81.2 

82.2 

74.5 

14 

Jeffries  Point  Yacht  Club,  East  Boston 

85.3 

82.3 

85.3 

77.3 

15 

Admiral's  Hill,  Chelsea 

101.1 

96.4 

101.1 

96.4 

16 

Bradstreet  Avenue  &  Sales,  Revere 

102.5 

97.7 

102.5 

97.7 

17 

Carey  Circle,  Revere 

89.6 

87.1 

89.6 

87.1 

23 

Myrtlebank/Hilltop,  Dorchester 

79.7 

79.7 

79.7 

79.7 

24 

Cunningham  Park,  Milton 

75.8 

75.8 

75.8 

75.8 

25 

Squaw  Rock  Park,  Quincy 

78.7 

73.5 

78.7 

73.5 

26 

Hull  High  School,  Hull 

85.0 

81.0 

87.4 

83.7 

E 

Farragut  @  2nd,  South  Boston 

94.5 

91.9 

94.5 

83.9 
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Table  6.2-14 

Calculated  Time-Above-Threshold  Values  for  a  24-hour  Period  of  Flight  Operations  for  the  No  Action  and 
Preferred  Alternatives  -  29M  Low  Fleet  Scenario  (in  minutes  per  day) 


dentity 

No  Action  Alternative 

Preferred  AKemative 

Number 

Location 

95  dp 

85  dB 

75  dB 

65  dB 

55  dB 

95  dB 

85  dB 

75  dB 

65  dB 

55  dB 

•j 

0 

0 

1 

8 

42 

0 

0 

3 

23 
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0 

0 

9 

70 

235 

0 

0 

3 

34 

158 

4 
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26 
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u 
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0 
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95 
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0 
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12 
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1 

11 

51 

200 

557 

n 

8 

39 

146 

44Q 

8 

Morton  &  Am©li3,  Winthrop 

0 

1 

11 

63 

265 

0 

1 

9 

49 

202 

9 

Rav*5watpr  &  Nancia  East  Boston 

0 

5 

28 

99 

254 

0 

4 

20 

72 

220 

10 

Bsyswatsr  &  Shawsheen,  East  Boston 

0 

1 

12 

66 

197 

0 

1 

10 

56 

196 

11 

Don  Orione  East  Boston 

0 

0 

4 

39 

155 

0 

0 

3 

31 

142 

12 
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0 

3 

33 
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500 

0 

2 

25 
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13 
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0 
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0 
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0 
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42 
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14 

Jeffries  Point  Yacht  Club,  East  Boston 

0 

0 

4 

50 
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A 

0 

0 

4 

60 
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15 

Admiral's  Hill,  Chelsea 

0 

0 

3 

13 

60 

0 

1 

7 

28 

92 

16 

Bradstreet  Avenue  &  Sales,  Revere 

0 

3 

17 

45 

120 

0 

2 

12 

33 

93 

17 

Carey  Circle,  Revere 

0 

0 

3 

24 

64 

0 

0 

3 

17 

45 

23 

f^yrtlebank/Hiillop,  Dorchester 

0 

0 
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9 

76 

0 

0 

0 

4 

36 

24 

Cunningham  Park,  Milton 

0 

0 

0 

10 

59 

0 

0 

0 

5 

28 

25 

Squaw  Rock  Park,  Quincy 

0 

0 

0 

1 

36 

0 

0 

0 

1 

24 

26 

Hull  High  School,  Hull 

0 

0 

0 

9 

55 

0 

0 

0 

15 

79 

E 

Farragut  @  2nd,  South  Boston 

0 

0 

8 

71 

275 

0 

0 

3 

45 

204 

Change  (Preferred  AKemative  - 
No  Action  Attemative) 
95 dB  85dB  75 dB  65dB  55dB 


-7 
-2 

-3 


-1 
+1 


+1 
-1 


+2 

+15 

+38 

+8 

+25 

+42 

-6 

-36 

-77 

-23 

45 

-61 

-13 

-37 

-66 

+2 

+7 

+32 

-12 

-54 

-108 

-2 

-14 

-63 

-8 

-27 

-34 

-2 

-10 

-1 

-1 

■8 

-13 

-8 

42 

-88 

+7 

+21 

+46 

+10 

+13 

+10 

-3 

+4 

+15 

+32 

-5 

-12 

-27 

-7 

-19 

-5 

40 

-5 

-31 

-12 

+6 

+24 

-5 

-26 

-71 
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Table  6.2-15 

Calculated  Time-Above-Threshold  Values  for  Nighttime  Flight  Operations  (10:00  PM  to  7:00  AM)  for  the 
No  Action  and  Preferred  Alternatives-  29M  Low  Fleet  Scenario  (in  minutes  per  day) 
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6.2.6 


Ground  Taxi  Noise  Levels 


Aircraft  ground  taxi  noise  was  assessed  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/ Final  EIR  at  seven 
noise  monitoring  stations  (NMS)  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  airport.  The  analysis 
looked  at  five  metrics,  and  a  summary  of  those  analyses  is  provided  in  this  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

■  Day-Night  Sound  Level  (DNL) 

■  Night  (10:00  PM  to  7:00  AM)  Equivalent  Sound  Level  (LeqN) 

■  Maximum  Soimd  Level  (Lmax) 

■  Night  Time- Above  55,  65,  75,  85,  and  95  dB  (TAN) 

■  24-hour  Day  Time-Above  55, 65,  75,  85,  and  95  dB  (TA24) 

Ground  noise  was  calculated  for  Alternatives  1,  2,  3  and  4.  The  ground  noise  for 
Alternatives  1  and  1 A  will  be  similar  for  fleets  where  the  effective  runway  utilization  is  the 
same  for  both  Alternatives.  The  effechve  runway  utilization  data  for  arrivals  (Table  6.2-3  in 
the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS /EIR)  and  departures  (Table  6.2-4  in  the 

Airside  Project  Draft  EIS /EIR)  indicates  little  difference  between  Alternatives  1  and  1 A  for 
the  29M  Low  and  High  Fleet  scenarios,  and  the  37.5M  Low  Reet  scenario.  Therefore,  the 
results  of  the  Alternative  1  ground  noise  analysis  for  these  fleets  also  apply  to  the  Preferred 
Alternative. 

The  noise  from  ground  taxi  operahons  is  significantly  less  than  the  noise  from  in-flight 
operations,  which  includes  the  noise  from  both  takeoff  ground  roU  and  application  of 
thrust  reverser  on  landing.  For  example,  the  in-flight  DNL  for  average  propagahon  in 
South  Boston  at  Farragut  and  2nd  (Location  E)  is  40  to  44  dB  greater  than  that  of  ground 
taxi  noise,  and  for  maximum  propagation  it  is  23  to  27  dB  greater.  At  the  other  six  locations, 
the  in-flight  DNL  for  average  propagation  is  17  to  30  dB  greater  than  that  of  the  ground  taxi 
noise,  and  for  maximum  propagation  is  2  to  13  dB  greater. 

Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  produce  a  modest  reduction  in  ground 
taxi  noise  for  the  Bayswater  section  of  East  Boston  and  Winthrop  (NMS  #7, 10  and  12), 
located  to  the  northeast  of  the  airport,  particularly  as  operations  increase  and  greater 
congestion  occurs  on  the  existing  taxiway.  These  are  the  locations  most  affected  by  ground 
taxi  noise,  and  their  average  reductions  in  DNL  range  from  1.9  to  3.3  dB.  (See  Table  6.2-16) 
There  are  smaller  reductions  at  Somerset  and  Johnson  (NMS  #  6)  in  Winthrop  (0.8  to  1.0  dB) 
and  at  the  two  positions  (Location  A  and  NMS  #14)  in  Jeffries  Point  (0.1  to  0.3  dB).  There  is 
a  small  increase  for  average  propagation  (0.8  dB)  and  a  decrease  for  maximum  propagation 
(1.6  dB)  at  Farragut  and  2nd  (Location  E).  However,  at  this  location  in  South  Boston,  the 
ground  taxi  operations  would  often  be  inaudible. 


Environmental  Consequences 


6-52 


Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 


Table  6.2-16 

Change  in  DNL  Values  from  Ground  Operations,  by  Noise  Monitoring  Site 
(Preferred  Alt.  1 A  -  No  Action  Alt.4,  in  dB) 


Loring/ 

Bayswater  and 

East  Boston 

Somerset  and 

Sumner/ 

Jeffries  Point 

Farragut 

Court  Road 

Shawsheen, 

Yacht  Club, 

Johnson, 

Lamson, 

Yacht  Club, 

@  2nd 

Winthrop 

East  Boston 

East  Boston 

Winthrop 

East  Boston 

East  Boston 

S.  Boston 

Fleet 

(NMS  #7) 

(NMS  #10) 

(NMS  #12) 

(NMS  #6) 

(NMS  #A) 

(NMS  #14) 

(NMS  #E) 

Average  Propagation  Conditions 

29M  Low 

-0.2 

-0.8 

-1.0 

-0.8 

0.4 

0.6 

1.4 

37.5M  Low 

-4.6 

-5.0 

-3.2 

-0.6 

-0.6 

-0.7 

0.7 

37.5M  High 

-4.7 

-1.5 

-1.4 

-1.5 

-0.3 

-0.3 

0.2 

Average  Change  dB 

-3.2 

-2.4 

-1.9 

-1.0 

-0.2 

-0.1 

0.8 

Maximum  Propagation  Conditions 

29M  Low 

-0.6 

-1 

-1.2 

-0.8 

0.2 

0.6 

-1.1 

37.5M  Low 

-4.7 

-5 

-3.4 

-0.3 

-0.8 

-1.0 

-1.6 

37.5M  High 

-4.6 

-1.3 

-1.2 

-1.3 

-0.3 

-0.3 

-2.1 

Average  Change  dB 

-3.3 

-2.4 

-1.9 

-0.8 

-0.3 

-0.2 

-1.6 

6.2.6.1      Other  Ground  Taxi  Noise  Levels 

Ground  taxi  noise  was  also  calculated  for  four  other  noise  metrics:  Nighttime  Equivalent 
Sound  Level  (LeqN),  Maximum  Sound  Level  (Lmax),  Night  Time- Above  a  Noise  Threshold 
(TAN),  and  24-hour  Day  Time- Above  a  Noise  Threshold  (TA24).  Tables  for  all  locations 
and  all  fleet  scenarios  are  contained  in  Appendix  L  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR. 

The  Nighttime  Equivalent  Sound  Level  (LeqN)  calculated  for  groimd  taxi  operations  are 
about  7  to  10  dB  lower  than  the  DNL  values  because  there  are  fewer  operations  per  hour  in 
the  nighttime  period  and  the  10  dB  penalty  for  nighttime  operations  in  the  DNL  metric  is 
not  applied  to  LeqN.  For  all  future  scenarios,  the  Preferred  Alternative  results  in  an 
average  reduction  of  0.5  to  0.6  dB  in  LeqN  when  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
The  Maximum  A-weighted  Sound  Levels  (Lmax)  calculated  for  the  ground  taxi  operations 
are  identical  at  59  dB  for  average  propagation  and  75  dB  for  maximum  propagation.  This 
means  that  for  almost  all  of  the  cases,  the  same  aircraft  type  and  operation  at  the  same 
location  produced  the  recorded  Lmax  value. 

Tables  6.2-17  and  6.2-18  present  the  time-above  threshold  values  in  minutes  for  ground  taxi 
noise  at  NMS  #  12  for  nighttime  and  24-hour  day,  respectively.  Data  are  presented  for  three 
thresholds,  55,  65,  and  75  dB.  Note  that  total  time-above  75  dB  values  less  than  0.5  minute 
are  rounded  down  to  0  minutes.  The  nighttime  v£ilues  of  TA  in  Table  6.2-17  are  much 
smaller  than  those  in  Table  6.2-18  for  a  24-hour  day,  and  are  roughly  in  proportion  to  their 
respective  numbers  of  operations. 

The  reductions  in  24-hour  time-above  at  the  East  Boston  Yacht  Club  (NMS#12)  for  the 
Preferred  Alternative  are  relatively  dramatic.  The  average  decrease  in  TA24  for  maximum 
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propagation  is  43  percent  for  TA24  55  dB  and  55  percent  for  TA24  65  dB.  At  Loring  Road 
near  Court  Road,  Winthrop  (NMS  #  7)  the  corresponding  decreases  are  65  and  54  percent 
for  TA24  55  and  65  dB,  respectively,  and  at  Bayswater  and  Shawsheen,  East  Boston  (NMS 
#10)  the  decreases  for  TA24  55  and  65  dB  are  53  and  27  percent,  respectively.  These 
differences  in  TA24  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  are  of  the  same  nature  as  those  found 
above  in  review^ing  the  DNL  metric  at  these  locations. 

Table  6.2-17 

Comparison  of  Time-Above  Nighttime  Threshold  Values  in  Minutes  Per  Day  from 
Ground  Operations  at  NMS  #12:  East  Boston  Yacht  Club,  East  Boston 


Comparing  the 

No  Action 

Preferred  and 

(Alternative  4) 

Preferred  Alternative 

No  Action  Alts. 

Fleet 

75  dB 

65  dB 

55  dB 

75  dB 

65  dB 

55  dB 

75  dB 

65  dB    55  dB 

Average  Propagation  Conditions 

29M  Low 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0  0.0 

37.5M  High 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.0 

0.0 

0.0  +2.0 

Maximum  Propagation  Conditions 

29M  Low 

0.0 

4.0 

67.0 

0.0 

5.0 

69.0 

0.0 

+1.0  +2.0 

37.5M  High 

0.0 

11.0 

127.0 

0.0 

10.0 

111.0 

0.0 

13.0  +16.0 

Table  6.2-18 

Comparison  of  Time-Above  24-hour  Threshold  Values  in  Minutes  Per  Day  from 
Ground  Operations  at  NMS  #12:  East  Boston  Yacht  Club,  East  Boston 


Comparing  the 

No  Action 

Preferred  and 

(Alternative  4) 

Preferred  Alternative 

No  Action  Alts. 

Fleet 

75  dB     65  dB 

55  dB 

75  dB 

65  dB 

55  dB 

75  dB     65  dB     55  dB 

Average  Propagation  Conditions 

29M  Low 

0.0 

0.0 

21.0 

0.0 

0.0 

14.0 

0.0 

0.0  -7.0 

37.5M  High 

0.0 

0.0 

8.0 

0.0 

0.0 

10.0 

0.0 

0.0  +2.0 

Maximum  Propagation  Conditions 

29M  Low 

0.0 

146.0 

1112.0 

0.0 

67.0 

727.0 

0.0 

-79.0  -385.0 

37.5IV1  High 

0.0 

108.0 

1168.0 

0.0 

47.0 

569.0 

0.0 

-61.0  -599.0 

6.2.7        37.5M  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet 

6.2.7.1      Fleet  Mix  and  Operations 

A  summary  of  operations  under  each  of  the  five  project  alternatives  considered  is  provided 
in  Table  6.2-19  .  Daytime  and  nighttime  operations  for  jets,  turboprops  and  total  aircraft 
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and  are  compared  to  1998  actual  operations.  Activity  is  comprised  of  scheduled  and 
unscheduled  operations  by  major  air  carriers,  commuter  airlines,  and  air  cargo  operators;  it 
also  includes  general  aviation  jet  and  turboprop  aircraft. 

Alternatives  that  incorporate  peak  period  pricing  (Alternatives  1,  2,  and  3)  have  fewer 
operations  than  the  No  Action  and  Preferred  Alternative,  but  the  differences  in  activity 
levels  are  small,  and  have  a  negligible  effect  on  noise  exposure  since  most  cancelled 
operations  are  smaller,  quieter  aircraft.  The  most  significant  factor  affecting  the  noise 
impacts  of  different  alternatives  is  the  amount  of  delay  that  occurs  when  accommodating 
the  scheduled  flights: 

■  As  delays  increase,  more  operations  slip  into  nighttime  hours,  causing  greater  disturbance 
and  an  increase  in  those  measures  of  noise  (DNL,  LeqN,  and  TAN)  that  are  sensitive  to 
late  night  activity;  and 

■  High  delays  limit  controller  flexibility  and  make  it  difficult  to  achieve  PRAS  goals. 

Alternatives  incorporating  Runway  14/32  (Alternative  1  and  the  Preferred  Alternative  lA) 
significantly  reduce  nighttime  operations  by  reducing  delays.  Thus,  the  Preferred  Alternative 
results  in  approximately  37  fewer  nighttime  operations  (a  reduction  of  nearly  13  percent 
compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative);  32  of  those  are  in  jet  aircraft.  Alternative  1  results  in 
some  cancellations  and  reduces  the  delays  even  further,  causing  the  number  of  nighttime 
operations  to  decrease  by  57  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative;  48  of  those  are  in  jet  aircraft. 

A  second  factor  affecting  the  noise  impacts  of  the  37. 5M  High  RJ  Fleet  is  the  noise  of  the 
individual  aircraft  themselves.  Though  the  mix  of  aircraft  types  varies,  the  primary 
difference  between  the  37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  and  previous  forecasts  is  the  higher  number  of 
30-  to  70-seat  regional  jet  aircraft  that  are  entering  the  fleet  and  replacing  many  of  the 
existing  and  previously  forecast  turboprop  operations.  For  example,  in  the 
37.5M  High  Fleet,  only  about  26  of  the  1,665  daily  operations  were  by  regional  jets  while 
637  operations  were  by  turboprops;  in  the  37.5M  High  RJ  scenario,  regional  jets  account  for 
395  operations  of  1,601  daily  operations  while  turboprops  account  for  only  217. 


Table  6.2-19 

Average  Daily  Operations  for  37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  (All  Alternatives) 


Fleet  Forecast 

Stage  2  Jets 

stage  3  Jets 

Turboprops 

Totals 

Day/Night 

Day/Night 

Day/Night 

Day 

Night 

Daily 

37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet 

No  Action  (Alt.  4) 

0/0 

1,125/259 

188/29 

1,313 

288 

1,601 

Preferred  (Alt.lA) 

0/0 

1,157/227 

193/24 

1,350 

251 

1,601 

All  Actions  (Alt.  1) 

0/0 

1,143/211 

179/21 

1,322 

231 

1,553 

No  14/32  (Alts.  2/3) 

0/0 

1,117/236 

175/25 

1,292 

261 

1,553 

Note:  "Day"  defined  as  7:00  AM  to  10:00  PM  and  "Night"  defined  as  10:00  PM  to  7:00  AM,  consistent  with  the  definitions  as  used  in  DNL 


calculations. 
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This  shift  to  a  higher  proportion  of  regional  jet  operations  does  not  imply  increased  noise.  A  50- 
seat  Embraer  145  regional  jet  is  actually  5  to  10  decibels  quieter,  both  on  takeoff  and  on  landing, 
than  even  some  of  the  most  recently  manufactured  Stage  3  jet  aircraft,  and  though  it  is  louder 
than  some  turboprops,  it  is  quieter  than  many  other  turboprop  types  currently  operating  at 
Logan  Airport.  Thus,  the  increased  presence  of  regional  jets  is  more  Hkely  to  impact  noise 
exposure  through  runway  use  and  delay  impacts  rather  than  through  the  fleet  mix  difference 
itself.  The  impacts  of  these  fleet  changes  on  the  noise  environment  will  be  described  in  more 
detail  later  in  this  section. 

6.2.7.2      Flight  Tracks  and  Runway  Use 

Flight  tracks  for  the  new  37. 5M  High  RJ  Reet  scenario  were  assumed  to  be  identical  to  the  tracks 
modeled  under  other  fleets  as  shown  earlier  in  Figure  6.2-1  through  Figure  6.2-4.  The  figures 
indicate  arrivals  to  Runway  32  converge  and  descend  to  the  runway  over  Boston  Harbor  while 
departures  from  Runway  14  climb  out  in  the  opposite  direction  over  the  harbor. 

Summaries  of  runway  use  for  this  37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  are  presented  in  Section  4.7.  Each  of 
these  tables  allows  a  comparison  of  the  number  of  operations  expected  to  overfly  a  given 
community  for  each  of  the  study  alternatives. 


Consistent  with  other  fleet  forecasts  in  this  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project,  the 
37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  further  illustrates  that  v^th  a  growing  number  of  operahons,  the  No  Action 
Alternative  wUl  result  in  increased  use  of  Runways  4L/R,  22R,  and  27  for  arrivals  and 
Runways  22L/R,  4L/R,  and  9  for  departures.  These  increases  are  anticipated  despite  the  fact  that 
current  runway  usages  exceed  PRAS  goals  and  indicate  a  need  to  shift  traffic  to  other  runways. 
Controllers  continue  to  need  these  north/ south  runway  combinations  because  they  have  the 
highest  capacity  of  any  configurations  available  and  that  capacity  is  needed  more  frequently  as 
demand  increases.  Noise  exposure  off  these  runway  ends  can  therefore  be  expected  to  increase 
as  well  under  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

Similar  to  the  conclusions  drawn  from  other  fleet  forecasts,  with  implementation  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  under  the  37.5M  High  RJ  Heet,  air  traffic  controllers  would  have  use  of  two  or  three 
runways  during  northwest  winds  (instead  of  the  current  one  or  two),  and  have  greater  flexibility 
and  opportunity  to  achieve  PRAS  goals  for  both  long-term  annual  runway  use  and  short-term 
dwell  and  persistence  relief.  This  benefits  the  communities  presently  experiencing  the  most 
aircraft  noise. 

Noise  contours  generated  by  the  ENM  for  all  of  the  37.5M  High  RJ  Heet  Alternatives  (4,  lA,  1, 
and  2/3)  are  shown  in  Figures  6.2-10  through  6.2-14.  The  exposure  attributable  to  each 
Alternative  is  depicted  by  the  60,  65,  and  70  dB  DNL  contours.  The  No  Action  Alternative  is 
presented  first  to  establish  a  basis  for  comparison;  it  is  followed  by  the  Preferred  Alternative  and 
then  a  comparison  of  the  key  65  dB  DNL  contours  for  the  Preferred  and  No  Action  Alternatives 
to  show  differences  in  the  areas  of  significant  noise  impact.  The  final  two  figures  present 
contours  for  the  other  Alternatives.  Alternatives  2  and  3  have  identical  in-flight  noise  exposure 
since  they  differ  only  in  that  Alternative  2  includes  the  taxiway  improvements.  They  are 
therefore  portrayed  by  the  same  set  of  contours  and  population  results. 


6.2.7.3 


INM  Modeled  In-Flight  Noise  Levels 
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Figure  6.2-10 
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Day  /  Night  Sound  Levels 
High  RJ  Fleet  -  Alternative  4,  No  Action 
Levels  60,  65  and  70  DNL 


Source:  Harris  Miller  Miller  &  Hanson 
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Figure  6.2-11 
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High  RJ  Fleet  -  Preferred  Alternative 
Levels  60,  65  and  70  DNL 


Source:  Harris  Miller  Miller  &  Hanson 
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Figure  6.2-12 
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High  RJ  Fleet  -  Preferred  Alternative 
and  Alternative  4,  65  DNL 


Source:  Harris  Miller  Miller  &  Hanson 
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Figure  6.2-14 
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Day  /  Night  Sound  Levels 
High  RJ  Fleet  -  Alternative  2/3 
Levels  60,  65  and  70  DNL 


Source:  Harris  Miller  Miller  &  Hanson 
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6.2.7.4      Differences  in  Noise  Exposure  for  Alternatives  4, 1  A,  1,  and  2/3 
Under  the  37 m  High  RJ  Fleet 

Figure  6.2-10  shows  the  DNL  contours  for  the  No  Action  Alternative  (Alternative  4)  and 
indicates  a  continuing  dependence  on  the  north/south  runway  combinations.  The  65 
dB  DNL  contour  for  this  scenario  extends  as  further  north  along  the  Revere  shoreline  and 
south  to  Squantum  than  any  Alternative.  It  is  also  the  largest  of  the  Alternatives  over  most  of 
Winthrop.  ConverselV/  to  the  west  it  remains  close  to  the  Airport  off  of  Runway  27,  never 
extending  beyond  the  Inner  Hiu-bor,  and  stays  close  to  the  end  of  Runway  33L,  extending  to 
about  Chelsea  Street  in  East  Boston. 

The  Preferred  AltemaHve  with  its  addition  of  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  in 
Figure  6.2-11,  shifts  this  balance  by  reducing  coverage  of  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  in  Revere, 
Winthrop  and  South  Boston  near  Citv  Point.  This  shift  in  runway  use  results  in  increased 
exposure  above  65  dB,  primarily  in  commercial  areas  of  South  Boston  near  the  World  Trade 
Center,  to  the  northwest  in  the  Eagle  Hill  area  of  East  Boston,  and  beyond  to  approximately 
Broadway  in  Chelsea. 

A  comparison  of  the  No  Action  and  Preferred  Alternatives  in  Figure  6.2-12  indicates  a  1  to 
2  dB  DNL  decrease  in  exposure  attributable  to  the  Preferred  Alternative  in  parts  of  Revere 
and  Winthrop  that  receive  exposure  levels  in  excess  of  70  dB  DNL.  These  improvements 
are  achieved  through  the  greater  flexibility  afforded  by  the  additional  runway,  permitting 
air  traffic  controllers  to  reduce  the  activity  on  the  north/ south  runway  combinations  and 
shift  operations  so  that  arrivals  increase  to  Runways  33L  and  32,  largely  over  Boston 
Harbor,  or  so  that  departures  increase  on  Runways  27  and  33L.  This  causes  increased  noise 
on  the  order  of  4  to  5  dB  off  of  those  rimway  ends,  but  at  levels  below  those  experienced  in 
Winthrop  and  Revere. 

Figure  6.2-13  depicts  contours  for  Alternative  1.  This  scenario  presumes  construction  of 
unidirectional  Runway  14/32  but  also  includes  the  effects  of  peak  period  pricing.  The 
differences  compared  to  the  Preferred  Alternative  are  relatively  small,  causing  both 
increases  as  well  as  decreases  in  exposure,  generally  less  than  a  decibel  in  magnitude.  Small 
additional  benefits  from  peak  period  pricing  occur  in  Revere  and  Winthrop  at  contour 
levels  above  70  dB  DNL,  while  areas  of  South  Boston  off  the  approach  end  of  22R  also 
receive  small  improvements  compared  to  the  Preferred  Alternative  but  at  lower  DNL  levels 
of  65  to  70  dB.  Negligible  differences  between  the  two  scenarios  occur  in  other  areas  of 
South  Boston  affected  by  departures  from  Runway  27,  but  small  increase  in  exposure 
occurs  to  the  northwest  off  of  Runway  33L  causing  increased  exposure  in  parts  of  East 
Boston  and  Chelsea. 

The  contours  for  Alternatives  2  and  3  are  shown  in  Figure  6.2-14.  Except  for  a  small  improve- 
ment in  Winthrop  and  a  small  reduction  in  noise  in  South  Boston  near  the  approach  end  of 
Runway  22L,  the  contours  generally  differ  very  little  from  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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6.2.7.6      Population  Affected  by  Noise 

Estimates  of  the  number  of  people  residing  within  5  dB  increments  of  noise  exposure  for 
each  of  the  ahematives  examined  under  the  37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  are  summarized  in 
Table  6.2-20.  Also  included  are  the  1998  populations  for  reference.  Table  6.2-21,  which 
follows,  summarizes  a  comparison  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  with  No  AcHon  and 
indicates  the  improvement  that  occurs  at  the  highest  exposure  levels  as  a  result  of  the 
increased  flexibility  afforded  by  Runway  14/32. 


Table  6.2-20 

Summary  of  Noise-Exposed  Population  for  All  Alternatives  - 
37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  Scenario 


No  Action 

Preferred 

With  Peak 

Other 

Day-Night  Sound 

1998 

Alternative 

Alternative  (Alt. 

PeriodPricing 

Improvements 

Level  in  dB 

Actual 

(Alt.  4) 

1A) 

(Alt.  1) 

(Alts.2/3) 

High  Regional  Jet  Fleet 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 

577 

222 

58 

58 

135 

DNL  70  dB  and  above 

2,679 

3,700 

2,267 

2,020 

3,584 

DNL  65  dB  and  above 

23,296 

11,493 

11,857 

12,470 

11,223 

DNL  60  dB  and  above 

93,860 

36,857 

50,048 

48,332 

36,024 

1      Except  for  1 998,  all  estimates  are  based  on  runway  use  chosen  to  most  nearly  achieve  PRAS  goals  and  reflect  the  effects  of  delayed 
aircraft  as  detemiined  by  the  DELAYSIM  model. 


Table  6.2-21 

Comparison  of  Noise-Exposed  Population  for  the  No  Action  and  Preferred 
Alternatives  -  37,5M  High  RJ  Fleet  Scenario 


Preferred 

Preferred  Alt. 

Percent  Change 

Day-Night  Sound 

1998 

No  Action 

Alternative 

Compared  to 

from  No  Action 

Level  in  dB 

Actual 

Alternative  (Alt.  4) 

(Alt.1A) 

No  Action 

to  Preferred  Alt 

High  Regional  Jet  Fleet 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 

577 

222 

58 

-164 

-74% 

DNL  70  dB  and  above 

2,679 

3,700 

2,267 

-1,433 

-39% 

DNL  65  dB  and  above 

23,296 

11,493 

11,857 

364 

3% 

DNL  60  dB  and  above 

93,860 

36,857 

50,048 

13,191 

36% 

1      Except  for  1 998,  all  estimates  are  based  on  runway  use  chosen  to  most  nearly  achieve  PRAS  goals  and  reflect  the  effects  of  delayed 


aircraft  as  determined  by  the  DELAYSIIVI  model. 
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Comparing  these  figures  for  the  No  Action  emd  Preferred  Alternatives,  the  Preferred 
Alternative  again  provides  important  reductions  in  population  exposure  to  DNL  values 
greater  than  or  equal  to  70  and  75  dB  with  a  minimal  increase  in  numbers  of  people 
exposed  above  65  dB  DNL.  Only  at  exposure  levels  between  60  and  65  dB  DNL  is  there  a 
significant  increase  in  population  exposed  to  noise  from  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

These  reductions  are  a  direct  result  of  the  implementation  of  Runway  14/32,  which  enables 
the  Air  Traffic  Control  Tower  to  better  achieve  PRAS  goals  which  were  specifically 
designed  to  give  relief  to  the  populations  experiencing  the  most  aircraft  noise. 

The  results  in  the  previous  two  tables  are  broken  down  by  community  area  in  Tables  6.2-22 
and  6.2-23  below.  Similar  tables  for  the  other  fleets  are  in  Appendix  L  of  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR. 

6.2.7.7      Other  Indications  of  Changed  Exposure  Using  the  37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet 

As  discussed  in  Section  6.2.5,  five  other  metrics  were  computed  at  specific  points  to  identify 
changes  in  aircraft  noise.  The  selected  points  coincide  with  21  of  Massport's  permanent 
noise  monitoring  locations  along  with  two  additional  sites  selected  for  the  Airside  Project. 

The  calculations  of  DNL  for  the  No  Action  and  Preferred  Alternatives  under  the  37.5M 
High  RJ  Fleet  are  presented  and  compared  in  Table  6.2-24.  Results  for  the  other  alternatives 
under  the  High  RJ  Fleet  are  presented  in  Appendix  E  of  this  document.  Similar  tables  for  all 
other  study  fleets  are  contained  in  Appendix  L  of  the  Airside  Project  E>raft  EIS/EIR. 

Even  under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  the  37.5M  High  RJ  noise  is  less  than  that  in  1998  at 
the  majority  of  locations  around  the  airport,  largely  reflecting  the  air  carriers'  replacement 
of  Stage  2  aircraft  with  quieter  Stage  3  aircraft  at  the  end  of  1999  in  compliance  with  Federal 
regulations. 

Those  sites  that  are  shown  to  increase  above  1998  levels  under  the  No  Action  Alternative  are 
limited  to  six  locations  (9, 16  and  17  to  the  north  in  East  Boston  and  Revere,  and  3,  23,  and  24 
to  the  south  in  South  Boston,  Dorchester,  and  Milton.  As  shown  in  Figure  5.2-4  in  Chapter  5, 
all  of  them  are  directly  aligned  with  Runways  4L/R  and  22L/R  and  reflect  the  increased  need 
to  use  those  runways  ever  more  frequently  as  demand  increases.  This  result  is  fiorther 
illustrated  graphically  by  comparing  the  1998  DNL  noise  contours  of  Figure  5.2-3  with 
the  DNL  contours  for  the  37.5M  High  RJ  No  Action  Alternative  shown  in  Figure  6.2-10. 

Comparing  the  Preferred  and  No  Action  Alternatives  in  the  table  above,  it  is  notable  that 
the  same  six  locations  just  mentioned  are  expected  to  experience  decreases  in  DNL  of  1.4  to 
1.8  dB  if  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  implemented.  In  addition,  significant  decreases  of  1.5 
to  2.4  dB  are  seen  at  sites  9  and  12  on  Bayswater  Street  and  at  the  yacht  club  in  East  Boston 
and  at  sites  4  and  7  in  Winthrop,  which  along  with  site  16  in  Revere,  are  now  or  will  be 
exposed  to  DNL  levels  above  70  dB  -  the  highest  of  any  locations  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Airport  -  if  no  action  is  taken. 
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Table  6.2-22 

Noise-Exposed  Population  by  Town  or  Neighborhood  Area  for  All  Alternatives  - 
37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  Scenario 


Day-Night  Sound 
Level  in  dB 

Chelsea 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


1998 

Actual 


0 
0 

0 

9,222 


No  Action 
(Alternative  4) 

0 
0 

0 

1,601 


Preferred 
(Alternative  1A) 

0 
0 

392 
8,117 


With  Peak 
Period  Pricing 
(Alternative  1) 

0 

0 

1,084 
8,488 


Other 
Improvements 
(Alternatives  2/3) 

0 
0 

0 

1,547 


Everett 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


E.  Boston  -  Eagle  Hill 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


0 

0 

2,280 
19,040 


0 

0 
120 
3,956 


0 

0 

3,133 
11,247 


0 
1 

3,160 
11,479 


0 

0 
113 
3,393 


E.  Boston  -  Orient  Hts/ 
Bayswater  St. 

DNL  75  dBand  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dBand  above 
DNL 60 dBand  above 


58 
239 
1,742 
5,128 


58 
355 
1,135 
4,213 


58 
239 

606 
3,287 


58 
239 
606 
3,069 


58 
355 
1,170 
4,213 


Other  East  Boston 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


0 

351 
3,940 
6,228 


0 

0 

986 
3,940 


0 
0 

649 
4,091 


0 

0 

918 
4,144 


0 

0 

986 
3,940 


Total  East  Boston'^  > 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


58 
590 
7,962 
30,396 


58 

355 
2,241 
12,109 


58 

239 
4,388 
18,625 


58 
240 
4,684 
18,692 


58 

355 
2,269 
11,546 


Long  Island 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


0 
0 
0 

502 
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Table  6.2-22  (cont.) 

Noise-Exposed  Population  by  Town  or  Neighborhood  Area  for  All  Alternatives  - 
37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  Scenario  


Day-Night  Sound  1998 
Level  in  dB  Actual 


Revere 

DNL  75  dB  and  above  0 

DNL  70  dB  and  above  0 

DNL  65  dB  and  above  3,168 

DNL  60  dB  and  above  5,300 

South  Boston 

DNL  75  dB  and  above  0 

DNL  70  dB  and  above  48 

DNL  65  dB  and  above  3,553 

DNL  60  dB  and  above  22,51 1 

Boston  (Other)i 

DNL  75  dB  and  above  0 
DNL  70  dB  and  above  0 
DNL  65  dB  and  above  0 
DNL  60  dB  and  above  10,809 

Winthrop  -  Point  Shirley 

DNL  75  dB  and  above  519 

DNL  70  dB  and  above  1,266 

DNL  65  dB  and  above  2,195 

DNL  60  dB  and  above  4,080 

Winthrop  -  Court  Road 

DNL  75  dB  and  above  0 

DNL  70  dB  and  above  731 

DNL  65  dB  and  above  3,387 

DNL  60  dB  and  above  3,387 

Rest  of  Winthrop 

DNL  75  dB  and  above  0 

DNL  70  dB  and  above  44 

DNL  65  dB  and  above  3,031 

DNL  60  dB  and  above  7,653 

Total  Winthrop 

DNL  75  dB  and  above  519 

DNL  70  dB  and  above  2,041 

DNL  65  dB  and  above  8,613 

DNL  60  dB  and  above  15,120 

Total  Population  Summary 

DNL  75  dB  and  above  577 

DNL  70  dB  and  above  2.679 

DNL  65  dB  and  above  23,296 

DNL  60  dB  and  above  93,860 


No  Action 
(Alternative  4)  ^ 

0 

2,260 
3,854 
7,901 

0 

0 

1,080 
3,479 

0 
0 
0 
674 

164 
697 

1,542 
2,527 

0 
388 

1,661 
3,387 

0 

0 

1,115 
5,179 

164 

1,085 
4,318 
11,093 

222 
3,700 
11,493 
36,857 


Preferred 
(Alternative  lA)^ 

0 

1,389 
3,428 
6,052 

0 
0 

765 
6,950 

0 
0 

0 

482 
0 

417 
1,305 
2,291 

0 

222 
1,128 
3,387 

0 
0 
451 
4,144 

0 
639 
2,884 
9,822 

58 
2,267 
11,857 
50,048 


With  Peak  Period 

Pricing 
(Alternative  1)^ 

0 

1,205 
3,428 

5,808 

0 

0 
429 
5,801 

0 
0 

0 

429 

0 
353 
1,266 
2,195 

0 

222 
1,128 
3,387 

0 

0 
451 
3,532 

0 
575 
2,845 
9,114 

58 
2,020 
12,470 
48,332 


Other 
Improvements 
(Alternatives  2/3)  ^ 

0 

2,304 
3,854 
8,472 

0 
0 
872 

3,046 

0 
0 
0 
625 

77 
537 

1,452 
2,401 

0 
388 

1,661 
3,387 

0 

0 

1,115 
5,000 

77 
925 

4,228 
10,788 

135 

3,584 
11,223 
36,024 


1  "Boston  (Other)"  includes  Back  Bay,  Dorchester,  Jamaica  Plain,  Roxbury,  and  the  South  End. 

2  Except  for  1998,  all  estimates  are  based  on  runway  use  chosen  to  most  nearly  achieve  PRAS  goals  and  reflect  the  effects  of  delayed  aircraft  as  determined  by  the 
DELAYSIM  model. 
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Table  6.2-23 

Comparison  of  Noise-Exposed  Population  by  Town  or  Neighborhood  Area  for  No  Action  and  Preferred 
Alternatives  -  37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  Scenario 


Day-Night  Sound 
Level  in  dB 

Chelsea 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 

Everett 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


1998 
Actual 


0 
0 
0 

9,222 


No  Action 
(Alternative  4) 

0 
0 
0 

1,601 


Preferred 
(Alternative  1A) 

0 

0 

392 
8,117 


Preferred  Alt. 
Compared  to  No 
Action 


0 

0 

392 
6,516 


Percent  Change 
from  No  Action 
to  Preferred  Alt. 


0 

0 

N/A 
407% 


0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 


E.  Boston  -  Eagle  Hill 

DNL  75  dB  and  above  0 

DNL  70  dB  and  above  0 

DNL  65  dB  and  above  2,280 

DNL  60  dB  and  above  19,040 


E.  Boston  -  Orient  Hts/ 
Bayswater  St. 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 

Other  East  Boston 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


Long  Island 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 
DNL  70  dB  and  above 
DNL  65  dB  and  above 
DNL  60  dB  and  above 


58 
239 
1,742 
5,128 


0 

351 
3,940 
6,228 


Total  East  Boston'^) 

DNL  75  dB  and  above  58 

DNL  70  dB  and  above  590 

DNL  65  dB  and  above  7,962 

DNL  60  dB  and  above  30,396 


0 
0 
0 

502 


0 
0 
120 

3,956 


58 
355 
1,135 
4,213 


0 
0 

986 
3,940 


58 
355 
2,241 
12,109 


0 

0 

3,133 
11,247 


58 
239 
606 
3,287 


0 

0 
649 
4,091 


58 
239 
4,388 
18,625 


0 

0 

3,013 
7,291 


0 

-116 

-529 
-926 


0 

0 

-337 
151 


0 

-116 

2,147 
6,516 


0% 
0% 
2511% 
184% 


0% 
-33% 
-47% 
-22% 


0% 
0% 
-34% 
4% 


0% 
-33% 
96% 
54% 


0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
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Table  6.2-23  (cont.) 

Comparison  of  Noise-Exposed  Population  by  Town  or  Neighborhood  Area  for  No  Action  and  Preferred 
Alternatives  -  37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  Scenario 


PrpfprrpH  Alt 

rlClwllCU  Mil* 

rClUCIIl  wildlife 

udy'Hi^ni  ouunu 

1  wo 

r  1 CICI 1  cu 

fmni  Ma  Ar^tiAn 
IIUIII    IvU  HWllvlll 

Level  in  UD 

Af^tiisil 

/ Altprnfitiv/A  A\  2 

^MIlCI  llallVC 

( AltArnsttiwA  1  A\  2 

^MIICI 1  Idll  VC  1 

hlf\  A^tiAn  2 

in  PrpfprrAH  Alt  2 

LU  riClCllCU  Mil. 

Revere 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0% 

DNL  70  dB  and  above 

0 

2,260 

1,389 

-871 

-39% 

DNL  65  dB  and  above 

3,168 

3,854 

3,428 

-426 

-11% 

DNL  60  dB  and  above 

5,300 

7,901 

6,052 

-1,849 

-23% 

South  Boston 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0% 

DNL  70  dB  and  above 

48 

0 

0 

0 

0% 

DNL  65  dB  and  above 

3,553 

1,080 

765 

-315 

-29% 

DNL  60  dB  and  above 

22,511 

3,479 

6,950 

3,471 

100% 

Boston  (Other)^ 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0% 

DNL  70  dB  and  above 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0% 

DNL  65  dB  and  above 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0% 

DNL  60  dB  and  above 

10,809 

674 

482 

-192 

-28% 

Winthrop  -  Point  Shirley 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 

519 

164 

0 

-164 

-100% 

DNL  70  dB  and  above 

1,266 

697 

417 

-280 

-40% 

DNL  65  dB  and  above 

2,195 

1,542 

1,305 

-237 

-15% 

DNL  60  dB  and  above 

4,080 

2,527 

2,291 

-236 

-9% 

Winthrop  -  Court  Road 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0% 

DNL  70  dB  and  above 

731 

388 

222 

-166 

-43% 

DNL  65  dB  and  above 

3,387 

1,661 

1,128 

-533 

-32% 

DNL  60  dB  and  above 

3,387 

3,387 

3,387 

0 

0% 

Rest  of  Winthrop 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0% 

UNL  70  do  and  above 

A  A 

44 

0 

0 

0 

0% 

UNL  bb  ati  and  aoove 

o,Uol 

1,110 

451 

CCA 

-664 

-60% 

DNL  60  dB  and  above 

7,653 

5,179 

4,144 

-1 ,035 

-20% 

Total  Winthrop 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 

519 

164 

0 

-164 

-100% 

UNL  /U  UD  and  above 

2,041 

1,085 

639 

-446 

A  HQ/ 

-41  % 

DNL  65  dB  and  above 

8,613 

4,318 

2,884 

-1,434 

-33% 

DNL  60  dB  and  above 

15,120 

11,093 

9,822 

-1,271 

-11% 

Total  Population 

Summary 

DNL  75  dB  and  above 

577 

222 

58 

-164 

-74% 

DNL  70  dB  and  above 

2,679 

3,700 

2,267 

-1,433 

-39% 

DNL  65  dB  and  above 

23,296 

11,493 

11,857 

364 

3% 

DNL  60  dB  and  above 

93,860 

36,857 

50,048 

13,191 

36% 

1  "Boston  (Other)"  includes  Back  Bay.  Dorchester,  Jamaica  Plain,  Roxbury,  and  the  South  End. 

2  Except  for  1998,  all  estimates  are  based  on  runway  use  chosen  to  most  nearly  achieve  PRAS  goals  and  reflect  the  effects  of  delayed  aircraft  as 
determined  by  the  DELAYSIM  model. 
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Table  6.2-24 

Comparison  of  INM-Computed  Day-Night  Sound  Levels  at  Specific  Points  for  1998  and  for 
the  No  Action  and  Preferred  Alternatives  -  37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet 


Noise 
Monitor 

Location 

1998 
Existing  Fleet 

No  Action 
(Alternative  4) 

Preferred 
Alternative 
(Alternative  1A) 

Change  in  dB 
No  Action 
to  Preferred 

1 

Andrews  Street,  South  End 

58.7 

51.5 

56.0 

4.5 

2 

B  &  Bolton,  South  Boston 

66.7 

58.1 

63.0 

4.9 

3 

South  Boston  Yacht  Club,  South  Boston 

64.5 

68.4 

66.6 

-1.8 

4 

Bayview  &  Grandvlew,  Winthrop 

79.4 

75.9 

73.9 

-2.0 

5 

Harborview  &  Faun  Bar,  Winthrop 

71.4 

68.1 

66.6 

-1.5 

6 

Somerset  &  Johnson,  Winthrop 

68.2 

64.7 

64.7 

0.0 

7 

Loring  Road  Near  Court  Road,  Winthrop 

76.1 

75.9 

73.5 

-2.4 

8 

Morton  &  Amelia,  Winthrop 

67.5 

66.0 

64.7 

-1.3 

9 

Bayswater  &  Nancia,  East  Boston 

72.4 

73.0 

71.5 

-1.5 

10 

Bayswater  &  Shawsheen,  East  Boston 

66.3 

65.6 

64.3 

-1.3 

11 

Don  Orione,  East  Boston 

62.2 

60.4 

59.3 

-1.1 

12 

East  Boston  Yacht  Club,  East  Boston 

74.0 

70.2 

68.2 

-2.0 

13 

East  Boston  High  School,  East  Boston 

64.2 

60.4 

64.9 

4.5 

A 

Sumner  near  Lamson,  East  Boston 

N/A 

58.8 

59.1 

0.3 

14 

Jeffries  Point  Yacht  Club,  East  Boston 

64.9 

60.8 

60.9 

0.1 

15 

Admiral's  Hill,  Chelsea 

61.1 

58.4 

63.0 

4.6 

16 

Bradstreet  Avenue  &  Sales,  Revere 

69.0 

72.8 

71.1 

-1.7 

17 

Carey  Circle,  Revere 

58.3 

62.4 

60.7 

-1.7 

23 

Myrtlebank/Hilltop,  Dorchester 

52.0 

56.5 

54.9 

-1.6 

24 

Cunningham  Park,  Milton 

51.9 

54.6 

53.2 

-1.4 

25 

Squaw  Rock  Park,  Quincy 

51.2 

49.9 

48.4 

-1.5 

26 

Hull  High  School,  Hull 

58.1 

53.3 

55.7 

2.4 

E 

Farragut  @  2nd,  South  Boston 

N/A 

68.1 

66.3 

-1.8 

Average  change  from  70  dB  and  above  Between 
Aits  4  and  1 A  (5  Sites) 

-1.9 

Average  cliange  from  65  dB  and  above  Between 
Aits  4  and  1A  (10  Sites) 

■1.7 

Average  ciiange  from  aii  values  Between  Alts  4 
and  1 A  (23  Sites) 

0.1 
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Balanced  against  these  improvements  are  significant  increases  in  exposure  at  Site  2  in  South 
Boston  off  of  Runway  27  and  Sites  13  and  15  in  East  Boston  and  Chelsea  off  of  Runway  33L 
where  noise  is  expected  to  increase  4.5  to  4.9  dB,  although  none  of  these  specific  sites  is 
projected  to  experience  DNL  values  in  excess  of  65  dB  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  under  this 
fleet  assumption.  A  smaller  increase  of  2.4  dB  is  also  expected  at  Hull  High  School,  but  at 
a  DNL  v£ilue  of  55.7  dB,  this  is  well  below  any  criteria  for  significant  impact. 

Table  6.2-25  presents  INM  calculations  of  nighttime  equivalent  sound  levels  (Leq]M)at  specific 
points,  reflecting  the  differences  in  exposure  occurring  during  the  hours  from  10:00  PM  to  7:00 
AM.  Appendix  E  presents  similar  calculations  for  the  other  alternatives  under  the  37.5M  High 
RJ  Heet. 

Nighttime  equivalent  sound  levels  show  generally  similar  patterns  of  change  between  the  No 
Action  £ind  Preferred  Alternatives.  The  highest  nighttime  exposure  levels  of  65  dB  and  above 
occur  at  Sites  4  and  7  in  Winthrop,  Site  9  on  Bayswater  Street  in  East  Boston,  and  Site  16  in 
Revere.  Each  of  these  locations  is  expected  to  experience  decreases  in  nighttime  noise  of  1.3  to 
2.1  dB  if  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  implemented.  At  three  other  Sites  (3,  5,  and  12)  in  South 
Boston,  Winthrop  and  East  Boston  where  nighttime  exposure  is  lower  but  still  above  60  dB, 
decreases  in  nighttime  exposure  of  1.7  to  2.3  dB  are  expected  under  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Balanced  against  these  reductions  in  nighttime  noise  are  increases  in  LeqN  rcmging  from  3.6  to 
4.3  dB  at  sites  1,  2, 13, 15,  and  E,  though  none  of  these  locations  is  expected  to  have  nighttime 
noise  increase  above  57.9  dB  with  the  Preferred  Alternative,  and  two  of  the  sites  (1  and  E  in  the 
South  End  and  on  Farragut  Street  in  South  Boston)  are  expected  to  have  increases  to  less  than 
50  dB. 

Finally,  Table  6.2-26  compares  INM-computed  maximum  soimd  levels  for  the  No  Action  and 
Preferred  Alternatives  at  the  specific  points.  For  these  and  all  other  Alternatives,  there  are  no 
expected  differences  between  cases  because  the  same  aircraft  operation  is  responsible  for  the 
highest  level  and  neither  the  aircraft  type  nor  the  location  of  the  operation  chcinges  from  one 
Alternative  to  the  next. 

The  one  remaining  supplemental  noise  metric.  Time  Above  Threshold  sound  levels  for  both 
24-hour  and  for  nighttime  hours,  is  reported  in  Appendix  E  for  all  37.5M  High  RJ  Alternatives. 

In  conclusion,  the  major  findings  regarding  the  study  Alternatives  and  their  relative  impacts  on 
community  noise  levels  are  supported  by  the  evaluation  of  the  High  RJ  Heet  and  are  generally 
consistent  across  all  fleets  examined  in  this  study.  The  improved  noise  levels  achieved  through 
the  added  flexibility  in  use  of  runways  afforded  by  the  new  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  wiU 
reduce  noise  exposure  in  the  most  highly  impacted  areas  still  remaining  around  Logan  Airport. 
Areas  of  Winthrop,  East  Boston  (north  of  the  airport),  and  Revere  are  all  currently  exposed  or 
are  expected  to  be  exposed  to  DNL  levels  above  70  dB,  with  areas  of  Winthrop  and  East  Boston 
experiencing  levels  above  75  dB  even  now.  These  can  be  reduced  on  the  order  of  several 
decibels  by  the  redistribution  of  traffic  onto  other  runways  in  accordance  with  PRAS  goals, 
though  the  redistribution  will  cause  increased  noise  between  DNL  values  of  65  and  70  dB  in 
East  Boston  and  Chelsea  and  cause  increased  noise  from  60  to  65  dB  in  parts  of  South  Boston. 
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Table  6.2-25 

Comparisons  of  INM-Computed  Nighttime  Equivalent  Sound  Levels  at 

Specific  Points  for  the  No  Action  and  Preferred  Alternatives  -  37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet 


Noise 
Monitor 

Location 

No  Action 
(Alternative  4) 

Preferred 
Alternative 
(Alternative  1  A) 

Change  (in  dB) 
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Carey  Circle,  Revere 

55.7 

54.3 
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Myrtlebank/Hilltop,  Dorchester 

49.1 

47.2 

-1.9 

24 

Cunningham  Park,  Milton 

47.3 

45.6 

-1.7 

25 

Squaw  Rock  Park,  Quincy 

42.7 

41.2 

-1.5 

26 

Hull  High  School,  Hull 

46.7 

48.5 

1.8 

E 

Farragul  @  2nd,  South  Boston 

43.6 

47.9 

4.3 
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Table  6.2-26 

Comparison  of  Maximum  Sound  Levels  (Lmax)  for  the 
No  Action  and  Preferred  Alternatives  -  37,5M  High  RJ  Fleet 


oise 
onitor 

Location 

No  Action 
(Alternative  4) 

Preferred  Alternative 
(Alternative  1A) 

1 

Andrews  Street,  South  End 

84.5 

84.5 

2 

B  &  Bolton,  South  Boston 

93.0 

93.0 

3 

South  Boston  Yacht  Club,  South  Boston 

91.8 

91.8 

4 

Bayview  &  Grandview,  Winthrop 

101.4 

101.4 

5 

Harborview  &  Faun  Bar,  Winthrop 

93.3 

93.3 

6 

Somerset  &  Johnson,  Winthrop 

81.9 

81.9 

7 

Loring  Road  near  Court  Road,  Winthrop 

97.1 

97.1 

8 

Morton  &  Amelia,  Winthrop 

97.3 

97.3 

9 

Bayswater  &  Nancia,  E.  Boston 

103.9 

103.9 

10 

Bayswater  &  Shawsheen,  East  Boston 

90.1 

90.1 

11 

Don  Orione,  East  Boston 

83.8 

83.8 

12 

East  Boston  Yacht  Club,  East  Boston 

85.8 

85.8 

13 

East  Boston  High  School,  East  Boston 

97.0 

97.0 

A 

Sumner  near  Lamson,  East  Boston 

81.2 

81.2 

14 

Jeffries  Point  Yacht  Club,  East  Boston 

82.3 

82.3 

15 

Admiral's  Hill,  Chelsea 

96.4 

96.4 

16 

Bradstreet  Avenue  &  Sales,  Revere 

97.7 

97.7 

17 

Carey  Circle,  Revere 

87.1 

87.1 

23 

Myrtlebank/Hilltop,  Dorchester 

79.7 

79.7 

24 

Cunningham  Park,  Milton 

75.8 

75.8 

25 

Squaw  Rock  Park,  Quincy 

73.5 

73.5 

26 

Hull  High  School,  Hull 

81.0 

81.0 

E 

Farragut  @  2nd,  South  Boston 

91.9 

91.9 
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6.3    Land  Use  and  Social  Impacts 

Under  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration's  (FAA)  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA)  directives,  land  use  compatibility  is  typically  associated  with  the  extent  of  the 
airport's  noise  impacts.  The  noise  analysis  described  in  Section  6.2  has  determined  that  the 
Preferred  Alternative  actually  reduces  the  number  of  people  in  the  most  highly  exposed 
areas  around  the  Airport  (DNL  75  and  above  as  well  as  DNL  70  and  above)  compared  to 
the  No  Action  Alternative,  and  it  causes  only  a  minimal  increase  in  the  numbers  (2  to  4 
percent)  of  people  exposed  to  DNL  values  above  65  dB.  In  addition,  with  better 
achievement  of  PRAS  goals,  the  analysis  indicates  that  the  Preferred  AltemaHve  reduces 
the  numbers  of  people  in  all  high  exposure  increments  compared  to  1998  actual  conditions. 
Sound  insulation  will  be  installed  to  mitigate  for  noise  impacts  (an  increased  number  of 
people  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour)  resulting  from  the  Preferred  Alternative. 


All  proposed  Airside  Project  Alternatives  involve  operational  and/or  construction 
improvements  to  reduce  delay  at  Boston-Logan  Airport.  The  noise  analysis  indicates  that 
the  Preferred  Alternative  will  allow  Logan  Airport  to  more  closely  meet  the  established 
PRAS  goals.  The  runway  and  taxiway  components  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  be 
constructed  on  the  existing  airfield.  The  only  relocation  required  for  construction  of 
Runway  14/32  is  for  the  tenants  of  Building  60  in  the  South  Cargo  Area  of  the  airport.  The 
tenant  of  Building  61,  the  U.S.  Postal  Service,  plans  to  vacate  the  building  independently  of 
the  Airside  Project.  (See  Section  6.3.4.1  for  more  detail.)  The  project  is  restricted  to  activities 
and  purposes  compatible  with  normal  airport  operations.  As  described  in  more  detail 
below,  it  is  compatible  with  existing  land  use  plans  and  will  not  hamper  redevelopment 
efforts  in  surrounding  communities. 

Based  on  the  land  use  compatibility  criteria  outUned  in  FAA  NEPA  regulations,  the  Airside 
Project  Alternatives  with  mitigation  will  have  no  impact  on  land  uses  adjacent  to  or  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  airport. 


6.3.1        Consistency  with  Local  Land  Use  Plans 

This  section  discusses  land  use  compatibility  with  respect  to  zoning  of  adjacent  areas  in 
East  Boston,  and  presents  a  discussion  of  the  South  Boston  waterfront  area  in  response  to 
the  May  7, 1999  EOEA  Certificate  and  applicable  federal  requirements. 


6.3.1.1       East  Boston 

As  a  state  entity,  Massport  is  not  subject  to  local  zoning  regulations  in  the  performance  of 
its  essential  governmental  functions.  All  the  Airside  Project  alternatives  are  nonetheless 
consistent  with  the  proposed  East  Boston  Neighborhood  District  Zoning  Article 
(Article  53),  which  includes  establishment  of  the  Logan  International  Airport  Subdistrict 
(LI  A).  The  airport  site  is  located  within  the  LI  A  which  has  a  stated  purpose  "to 
accommodate  those  uses  necessary  to  the  operation  of  an  international  airport  while 
ensuring  that  land  uses  and  development  associated  with  operations  of  the  airport  are 
confined  to  the  airport  boundary  and  that  such  uses  do  not  impose  adverse  impacts  in 
other  areas  of  the  East  Boston  Neighborhood  Plan,  developed  with  the  extensive 
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participation  of  the  East  Boston  Planning  and  Zoning  Advisory  Committee,  civic 
associations,  business  groups,  and  residents." 

6.3.1.2      South  Boston 

The  section  of  South  Boston  along  the  Fort  Point  Channel  and  Inner  Harbor  is  known  as  the 
South  Boston  Waterfront  District,  and  has  historically  been  used  for  industrial  use. 
However,  new  developments  such  as  the  Federal  Courthouse,  Seaport  Hotel  and  future 
Boston  Convention  Center  suggest  a  future  mix  of  land  uses  in  the  district.  The  City  of 
Boston  has  developed  The  Seaport  Public  Realm  Plan*  {the  Plan)  for  the  South  Boston 
Waterfront  District  that  contains  land  use  and  design  guidelines  on  future  development  of 
this  area.  The  proposed  distribution  of  land  uses  emphasizes  the  creation  of  mixed  use 
neighborhoods  and  public  open  space  within  the  Fort  Point  Channel  and  Piers  Districts, 
with  the  Reserved  Channel  District  to  the  east  of  D  Street  remaining  industrial.  The  Plan 
has  taken  into  account  FAA's  requirements  for  safe  runway  operation  in  the 
recommendation  of  allowable  building  height  in  the  Seaport  District. 

Under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  the  arrival  and  departure  paths  for  aircraft  using 
Runway  14/32  will  be  over  water  in  Boston  Harbor.  (See  Figures  6.2-1  and  6.2-2  in 
Section  6.2)  Runway  14/32  is  being  designed,  and  would  be  used,  for  unidirectional  use 
only.  All  arrivals  would  be  over  Boston  Harbor  to  the  32  approach  end  and  all  departures 
would  be  from  the  14  end,  heading  out  over  the  harbor.  Therefore  there  will  be  no  conflict 
with  future  development  along  the  South  Boston  waterfront  as  a  result  of  the  construction 
of  unidirectional  Runway  14/32,  or  any  of  the  other  physical  improvements  under  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 

6.3.2        Historic  Resources  Context 

6.3.2.1      Section  4(f)  Resources  (Historic) 

An  assessment  of  impacts  to  cultural  resources  was  conducted  for  the  Preferred 
Alternative.  There  are  no  parklands,  historic  properties  or  sites,  or  other  Section  4(f) 
resources  on  the  airfield  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  runway  and  taxiway  improvements. 
Therefore,  there  are  no  significant  adverse  impacts  Section  4(f)  resources  from  the 
implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative.  In  addition,  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  not 
substantially  impair  the  historic  integrity  of  any  historic  site  or  district.  The  Massachusetts 
Historical  Commission  (MHC)  has  concurred  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  wiU  have  no 
adverse  effect  on  significant  historic  properties  (MHC  letter  to  FAA,  December  21, 1999, 
Appendix  H).  Therefore,  the  FAA  has  concluded  that  Section  4(f)  is  not  applicable.  See 
Section  6.3.3  for  an  additional  discussion  of  parklands. 


Boston  Redevelopment  Auttiority,  The  Seaport  Public  Realm  Plan,  dated  Febaiary  1999. 
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6.3.2.2      Section  106  Historic  Resources 

An  assessment  of  impacts  to  cultural  resources  was  conducted  for  the  Preferred 
Alternative.  There  are  no  historic  properties  on  the  airfield  in  the  area  of  the  proposed 
runway  and  taxiway  improvements.  Therefore,  there  are  no  direct  impacts  to  historic 
properties  from  the  implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative. 


The  analysis  of  potential  indirect  impacts  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  was 
performed  by  comparing  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  No  Action  Alternative  and  the 
Preferred  Alternative  for  the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario.  Historic  properties  were  identified  in 
those  areas  where  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  extended  beyond 
the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  No  Action  Alternative. 


The  FAA  evaluated  airport  noise  and  land  use  compatibility  in  accordance  with  land  use 
guidelines  expressed  in  Federal  Aviation  Regulation  (FAR)  Part  150,  Airport  Noise 
Compatibility  Planning  (14  CFR  150).  FAR  Part  150  does  not  include  guidelines  specific  to 
historic  sites;  however,  the  identified  historic  properties  are  comprised  of  commercial, 
manufacturing,  and  residential  land  uses,  for  which  guidance  is  provided.  In  addition, 
general  guidance  within  FAR  Part  150  indicates  that  noise  levels  typically  do  not  affect  the 
relevant  characteristics  of  urban  historic  districts  (for  example,  their  architectural  features 
and  recognition  of  their  place  in  history).  Moreover,  when  dealing  with  an  existing  airport 
(such  as  Logan  Airport )  within  an  urban  setting  (such  as  metropolitan  Boston),  any  change 
in  operating  conditions  aimed  at  more  equitably  distributing  noise  impacts  (here,  in 
accordance  with  the  PRAS  goals)  may  result  in  some  increase  in  noise  at  specific  historic 
sites  while  at  the  same  time  decreasing  noise  at  other  historic  sites.  As  noted  above,  such 
impacts  will  not  change  the  relevant  characteristics  (e.g.,  architectural  features,  historical 
significance)  of  such  sites. 


6.3.2.3      Indirect  Impacts  on  Historic  Properties 

A  description  of  historic  properties  identified  within  the  net  increased  noise  contour 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  and  a  summary  of  potential  impacts  and 
mitigation  are  provided  below  (see  Figures  6.3-1  to  6.3-3). 

Saint  Andrew  Road,  Boston/East  Boston 

St.  Andrew  Road  is  a  three-block  area  (#54-154  St.  Andrew  Road)  between  St.  Edward 
Road  and  Annavoy  Street  (see  Figure  6.3-1),  which  is  recognized  for  its  high  level  of 
historic  and  architectural  intactness  and  unity  of  scale.  The  neighborhood  exhibits  a  street 
plan  and  sense  of  proportion,  which  are  geographically  and  developmentally  distinct  when 
compared  to  the  rest  of  East  Boston.  The  growth  of  this  neighborhood  began  in  1911,  when 
the  East  Boston  Company  began  to  develop  and  sell  off  the  lots,  and  continued  to  the  mid- 
1930s.  St.  Andrew  Road,  surveyed  in  1990,  was  recommended  for  inclusion  in  a  proposed 
Bayswater  National  Register  District. 
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Legend 

f\J      No  Action  Alternative  29M  Low  (60  and  65  DNL) 

Cultural  Resource  Area 

Cultural  Resources 

▲ 

88  Somerset  Avenue 

f\J      Preferred  AHemative  29M  Low  (60  and  65  DNL) 

^1        St.  Andrews  Road 

A         240  Somerset  Avenue 

A 

94  Somerset  Avenue 

▲         45  Enfield  Road 

A         75  &  77  Somerset  Avenue 

Source:  Harris  Miller  Miller  &  Hanson 


massport 


Figure  6.3-1 

Cultural  Resources  -  East  Boston,  Winthrop 
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The  majority  of  this  residential  district  is  currently  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour 
associated  with  current  Logan  Airport  operating  conditions.  A  small  porHon  of  St.  Andrew 
Road  located  between  St.  Edward  Road  and  Shawsheen  Road  would  be  affected  by  the  net 
increase  in  the  65  dB  DISTL  contour  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Boston  Army  Supply,  Boston/South  Boston 

The  Boston  Army  Supply  Base  area  is  roughly  43  acres  and  encompasses  29  individuiil 
buildings,  and  one  major  structure,  Drydock  #3  (see  Figure  6.3-2).  The  former  Army  base  is 
buUt  on  land  created  as  part  of  a  gradual  filling  process  in  South  Boston,  which  began  in 
1836  and  continued  to  the  mid-twentieth  century.  Construction  of  the  base  began  in  1918  as 
part  of  a  massive  federal  building  campaign  at  East  Coast  ports  to  handle  supplies  for 
World  War  I.  The  facility  underwent  three  subsequent  building  phases,  including  one 
associated  with  World  War  II.  The  base  is  significant  as  a  surviving,  planned,  military- 
industrial  complex  which  was  a  key  factor  in  the  early-twentieth-century  attempts  to 
revitalize  the  Port  of  Boston,  and  notable  for  the  immense  scale  of  its  early  reinforced- 
concrete  structures.  The  complex  was  surveyed  in  1997  and  recommended  for  inclusion  in 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  This  site  is  now  being  redeveloped  as  the  Boston 
Marine  Industrial  Park. 

The  net  increase  in  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  would 
affect  a  narrow  strip  of  the  Boston  Army  Supply  Base  area,  comprising  approximately  six 
commercial  and  industrial  buildings. 

C  Street  Area.  Boston/South  Boston 

The  C  Street  Area  in  South  Boston  is  a  roughly  rectangular  district,  characterized  by  well- 
preserved  reinforced  concrete  and  masonry  buildings,  averaging  in  height  from  three  to 
nine  stories  (see  Figixre  6.3-2).  The  area  contains  a  cluster  of  early- twentieth-century 
industrial  warehouses  of  varying  embellishment  associated  with  the  height  of  Boston's 
wool  trade.  The  area  was  surveyed  in  1997  and  four  individual  buildings  were  noted  to 
meet  National  Register  eligibility  criteria,  specifically  401,  415,  and  425  Summer  Street  and 
80  Fargo  Street.  This  area  is  now  largely  being  redeveloped  as  the  Boston  Convention  and 
Exhibition  Center. 

The  C  Street  Area  would  be  affected  by  the  net  increase  in  the  65  dB  DNL  contour 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative;  however,  the  four  commercial  buildings  meeting 
National  Register  criteria  eligibility  within  the  area  do  not  faU  within  the  increased  noise 
contour. 

Bellinqham  Square  Historic  District,  Chelsea 

The  public,  commercial,  and  residential  buildings  of  the  BeUingham  Square  Historic 
District  are  typical  of  an  early  twentieth-century  commercial  and  civic  urban  center. 
Developed  within  a  short  time  period  following  the  Great  Fire  of  1908,  the  area,  shown  on 
Figure  6.3-3,  reflects  a  strong  degree  of  architectural  homogeneity,  possessing  integrity  of 
design  through  similar  scale,  massing,  and  setting.  The  district  is  also  historically 
signiticant  for  its  use  of  city  planning  concepts,  which  controlled  construction  following  the 
1908  fire.  The  district  was  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  in  1985. 
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A  small  section  of  this  district  to  the  east  of  Congress  Avenue  would  be  affected  by  the  net 
increase  in  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Downtown  Chelsea  Residential  Historic  District,  Chelsea 

The  Downtown  Chelsea  Residential  Historic  District,  listed  on  the  NaHonal  Register  in 
1988,  is  a  visually  cohesive  group  of  buildings  located  in  a  primarily  residential  section  of 
the  City's  downtown  area,  as  shown  on  Figure  6.3-3.  The  residential  district  historically 
complemented  commercial  development  in  Chelsea  Square  to  the  west,  industrial  activity 
along  the  riverfront  to  the  south,  and  the  City's  institutional  focus  at  Bellrngham  Square  to 
the  northeast.  Many  of  the  district's  residences  were  built  on  speculation,  initially  to  meet 
the  needs  of  a  rapidly  expanding  population,  and  later  to  meet  the  housing  needs  of  a  City 
devastated  by  the  Great  Fire  of  1908. 

A  narrow  strip  of  this  district  in  the  area  of  Congress  Avenue  would  be  affected  by  the  net 
increase  in  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

WInthrop:  45  Enfield  Road,  240  Pleasant  Street,  73  &  77  Somerset  Avenue,  88  Somerset  Avenue,  and  94 
Somerset  Avenue 

Five  properties  in  Winthrop  that  are  included  in  the  Inventory  of  Historic  and 
Archaeological  Assets  of  the  Commonwealth  fall  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour,  as 
shown  on  Figure  6.3-1.  Two  of  the  properties  have  been  recommended  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  Register:  240  Pleasant  Street,  built  in  the  late  1860s,  is  architecturally  significant  as 
the  most  stylish  and  substantial  towered  villa  in  town;  and  94  Somerset  Avenue  is 
historically  significant  as  the  most  intact  of  all  the  houses  associated  with  Winthrop's 
talented  Whorf  family  of  painters,  actors,  producers,  and  commercial  artists. 

A  small  area  within  Winthrop,  encompassing  these  five  residential  properties  included  in 
the  Inventory  of  Historic  and  Archaeological  Assets  of  the  Commonwealth,  would  be 
affected  by  the  net  increase  in  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  associated  with  the  Preferred 
Alternative. 

Summary  of  Impacts  and  Mitigation  for  Historic  Properties 

FAR  Part  150  provides  that  aU  land  uses  are  considered  to  be  compatible  with  noise  levels 
less  than  65  dB  DNL  and  that  commercial  and  manufacturing  land  uses  are  compatible 
land  uses  within  the  65  dB  to  70  dB  DNL  (FAR  Part  150,  Appendix  A,  Table  1).  Commercial 
and  industrial  portions  of  historic  properties  affected  by  the  Preferred  Alternative  remain 
below  the  70  DNL  noise  compatibility  guideline.  Therefore,  the  existing  commercial  and 
industrial  uses  within  those  historic  areas  are  compatible  land  uses. 

FAR  Part  150  further  provides  that  residential  land  uses  are  not  compatible  within  the 
65  dB  DNL,  and  if  already  in  areas  of  65  dB  DNL  or  higher,  that  increases  of  1.5  dB  DNL  or 
less  are  not  significant.  Moreover,  FAA  does  allow  for  noise  impacts  to  be  mitigated 
through  sound  insulation  of  affected  residential  structures. 
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The  FAA  and  Massport  propose  to  mitigate  noise  impacts  by  sound  insulating  all  affected 
residences,  historic  and  non-historic,  that  fall  within  the  largest  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the 
Preferred  Alternative.  The  structures  to  be  included  within  the  noise  mitigation  program 
would  be  subject  to  a  detailed  block-by-block  analysis  during  project  implementation.  All 
sound  insulation  of  historic  structures  would  be  undertaken  in  compliance  with  applicable 
federal  and  state  guidelines  to  ensure  protection  of  the  resources.  Preservation  measures  to 
maintain  the  existing  form,  integrity,  and  materials  of  the  historic  properties  would  be 
accomplished  in  accordance  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  the  Treatment 
of  Historic  Properties  (36  CFR  68)  (Secretary's  Standards).  The  FAA  and  Massport  would 
consult  with  the  MHC  as  it  has  done  previously  with  sound  insulation  of  historic  structures 
impacted  by  other  Logan  Airport  projects  (i.e..  South  Boston). 

The  FAA  has  determined  that  the  sound  insulation  mihgation  proposed  under  the 
Preferred  Alternative  has  the  potential  to  cause  effects  on  historic  properties  (36  CFR  800.3), 
but  such  effect  would  not  be  adverse  on  historic  properties  if  sound  insulation  is 
undertaken  in  accordance  with  the  Secretary's  Standards.  As  such,  the  FAA  has 
determined  that  a  sound  insulation  program  implemented  under  the  Preferred  Alternative 
would  have  no  adverse  effect  (36  CFR  800.5  (b))  on  significant  historic  properties.  The 
MHC  has  concurred  with  the  no  adverse  effect  finding  (see  Appendix  H  for  a  copy  of  the 
MHC  letter  to  FAA,  December  21, 1999). 

In  addition,  since  the  noise  effects  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  be  mitigated,  the  normal 
activity  of  the  Section  4(f)  resources  wiU  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  action.  The 
proposed  improvements  at  Logan  Airport  wiU  neither  incorporate  land  from  the  Section 
4(f)  resource  nor  affect  the  normal  activity  or  aesthetic  value  of  a  public  park,  recreation 
area,  wildlife  refuge  or  historic  site.  Therefore,  as  the  Preferred  Alternative  does  not 
substantially  impair  a  historic  site  or  district,  the  FAA  has  determined  that  Section  4(f)  is 
not  applicable. 

FAA  has  also  determined  that  there  are  no  feasible  or  prudent  Alternatives  to  the  Preferred 
Alternative  that  would  achieve  the  delay  reduction,  safety,  transportation,  noise 
distribution  and  other  objectives  of  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Therefore,  even  if  the  noise 
levels  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  were  determined  to  interfere  with  the 
normal  activity  associated  with  the  two  identified  historic  districts  (which  they  do  not),  the 
FAA  concludes  that  the  sound  insulation  proposed  for  those  structures  includes  all 
possible  planning  to  minimize  harm  resulting  from  that  increase  in  noise. 

6.3.3     Other  Section  4(f)  Resources 

In  response  to  the  May  7, 1999  EOEA  Certificate,  an  assessment  of  impacts  to  parklands 
was  conducted  for  the  Preferred  Alternative.  There  are  no  parklands,  historic  properties  or 
sites,  or  other  Section  4(f)  resources  on  the  airfield  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  runway  and 
taxiway  improvements.  Therefore,  there  are  no  direct  impacts  to  Section  4(f)  resources  from 
the  implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative.  In  addition,  the  Preferred  Alternative  will 
not  use  any  portion  of  a  park,  recreation  area,  or  other  Section  4(f)  resources. 
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The  analysis  of  potential  noise  indirect  impacts  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative 
was  performed  by  comparing  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  No  Action  Alternative  and 
the  Preferred  Alternative  for  the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario.  No  parklands  were  identified  in 
those  areas  where  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  extended  beyond 
the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  No  AcHon  Alternative.  As  depicted  in  Figure  6.3-4,  the 
Arnold  Arboretum,  Emerald  Necklace,  and  Franklin  Park  are  well  outside  the  65  dB  DNL 
noise  contours  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Therefore,  the  Preferred 
Alternative  will  have  no  impact  on  these  parklands. 

The  noise  contour  map  also  depicts  that  the  Boston  Harbor  Islands,  while  within  the 
existing  No  AcHon  Alternative's  65  dB  DNL  noise  contours,  will  have  no  noise  increase 
with  the  Preferred  Alternative.  In  addition,  the  Boston  Harbor  Islands  National  Recreation 
Area  is  located  under  existing  FAA  approved  flight  tracks,  many  designed  by  FAA  and 
Massport  to  minimize  noise  over  residential  areas  associated  with  Logan  Airport 
operations.  For  example,  the  use  of  Runway  15R  for  late  night  (midnight  to  6:00  AM) 
takeoffs  and  Runway  33L  for  late  night  landings  keeps  aircraft  flight  tracks  over  Boston 
Harbor,  making  them  the  most  desirable  runways  for  noise  abatement.  According  to  the 
legislation  that  established  the  Boston  Harbor  Islands  Recreational  Area: 

"the  present  and  future  maintenance,  operation,  improvement,  and  use  of  Boston-Logan 
International  Airport  and  associated  flight  patterns  from  time  to  time  in  effect  shall  not  be 
deemed  to  constitute  the  use  of  publicly  owned  land  or  a  public  park,  recreation  area,  or 
other  resource  within  meaning  of  section  303(c)  of  title  49,  United  States  Code,  and  shall 
not  be  deemed  to  have  a  significant  effect  on  natural,  scenic,  and  recreation  assets  with  the 
meaning  of  section  47101(h)(2)  of  title  49,  United  States  Code."' 

Therefore,  Boston  Harbor's  National  Recreation  Area  is  considered  to  be  a  compatible  land 
use. 

The  dispersion  analysis  conducted  for  the  purposes  of  the  air  quality  assessment  (see 
Section  6.4  of  this  Chapter)  indicates  no  violation  of  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality 
Standards  (NAAQS)  at  any  of  the  12  modeled  receptors.  Each  of  the  receptors,  or  locations 
for  which  air  pollutant  concentrations  are  modeled,  is  closer  to  Logan  Airport  than  Arnold 
Arboretum,  Harbor  Islands,  or  the  series  of  parks  in  the  Emerald  Necklace. 

The  receptors  at  Union  Park,  C  and  Broadway,  and  Castle  Island  he  closest  to  these  parks, 
and  concentrations  at  these  locations  are  lowest  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  and 
highest  under  the  No  Action  Alternative  but  always  lower  than  the  NAAQS.  Because  the 
receptors  nearest  the  airport  do  not  have  modeled  concentrations  above  the  NAAQS,  it  can 
be  concluded  that  the  more  distant  park  locations  will  also  have  concentrations  that  meet 
the  standards  and  wiU  not  experience  adverse  air  quality  impacts. 


Sec.  1029.  Boston  Hartwr  Island  Recreation  Area.  Excerpted  from  P.L.  104-333, 110  Stat.  4093  the  "Omnibus  Public  Lands  Management  Act  of  1996." 
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6.3.4        Social  Impacts 


This  section  discusses  the  social  impacts  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  on  the  surrounding 
communities  in  accordance  with  FAA  environmental  review  criteria.  The  Environmental 
Justice  Analysis  is  presented  in  Section  6.8.  Implementation  of  ftny  of  the  Airside  Project 
altemahves  would  occur  on  the  airport,  and  therefore  there  will  be  no  division  or 
disruption  of  established  communities  or  orderly  planned  development  as  a  result.  The 
Alternatives  do  not  require  the  relocation  of  any  residence  or  alteration  of  surface 
transportation  patterns.  Construction  of  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  under  the  Preferred 
Alternative  requires  the  demolition  of  two  buildings  (60  and  61)  in  the  South  Cargo  area  of 
the  airport.  Relocation  assistance  wlU  be  provided  to  affected  businesses  as  required  under 
applicable  law,  cmd  no  appreciable  change  in  employment  is  expected  to  result.  The 
following  section  provides  a  more  detailed  discussion  of  impacts  to  the  South  Cargo  Area. 

6.3.4.1      South  Cargo  Area 

FAA  regulations  define  areas  adjacent  to  runways  that  must  be  maintained  free  of 
obstructions.  These  areas  are  collectively  known  as  protection  zones.  There  are  two  distinct 
sources  that  dictate  the  development  of  design  guidelines  for  unidirectional  Runway  14/ 32. 
The  first  is  the  FAA  Advisory  Circular  150/5300-13,  entitled  Airport  Design,  and  the  second 
is  Federal  Aviation  Regulation  (FAR)  Part  77  entitled  Objects  Affecting  Navigable  Airspace. 
The  Runway  14/32  centerline  profile  is  required  by  federal  regulation  to  be  the  highest  point 
within  various  defined  safety  and  object  free  areas  and  FAR  Part  77  surfaces.  (See 
Section  3.2.2.1  for  a  more  detailed  discussion  of  FAA  design  surfaces.) 

The  design  criteria  for  the  Runway  Object  Free  Area  (ROFA),  by  nature  of  its  large  width, 
becomes  the  controlling  factor  for  impacts  to  Logan  Airport 's  South  Cargo  and  General 
Aviation  Areas.  The  ROFA  for  Runway  14/32  (based  on  a  C-III  design  aircraft  category)  is 
800  feet  wide,  centered  on  the  runway  centerline  and  extending  1,000  feet  beyond  each  of 
the  runway  ends.  Within  400  feet  on  either  side  of  the  runway,  the  areas  must  be  free  of 
objects  that  protrude  above  the  adjacent  runway  safety  area  edge  elevation.  Aircraft 
parking  is  also  prohibited  within  these  areas.  A  portion  of  Harborside  Drive  wUl  need  to  be 
relocated  outside  the  ROFA  at  the  Runway  14  end  for  all  layout  options.  There  are  no  other 
areas  in  conflict  with  the  ROFA  elsewhere  along  the  alignment  of  the  proposed 
unidirectional  Runway  14/32,  since  the  remaining  section  of  the  runway  would  be  built  on 
the  existing  airfield. 

The  impact  of  providing  a  clear  ROFA  for  Runway  14/32  includes  the  demolition  of 
Buildings  60  and  61  in  the  South  Cargo  Area  and  the  eliminahon  of  six  cargo  aircraft 
parking  positions  (SCI  through  SC6)  and  approximately  nine  aircraft  parking  positions 
within  the  General  Aviation  (GA)  Area.  The  aircraft  parking  spaces  can  be  dispersed  to 
existing  areas  on  the  airfield  approved  for  aircraft  parking.  These  could  include  designated 
parking  areas  at  such  locations  as  the  North  Cargo  Area. 
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The  South  Cargo  Area  includes  cargo  uses  and  office  related-functions.  Construction  of 
Runway  14/32  would  require  Massport  to  acquire  Building  60  and  relocate  the  tenants. 
This  building  contains  approximately  74,000  square  feet  and  is  owned  by  MLR 
Management,  which  has  a  ground  lease  from  Massport  for  the  site.  MLR  leases  space  to  Air 
France,  Air  General  and  Nippon  Express. 

Building  61  is  owned  by  Massport  and  directly  leased  to  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  on  a  short- 
term  basis  as  a  temporary  facility.  The  U.S.  Postal  Service  has  indicated  an  interest  in 
relocating  from  its  existing  space  independent  of  the  construction  of  Runway  14/32. 
Therefore,  demolition  of  this  building  would  not  require  a  relocation  of  the  tenants. 

Relocation  assistance  for  eligible  tenants  will  be  provided  in  accordance  with  applicable 
provisions  of  the  "Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  and  Real  Property  Acquisition  Policies 
Act"  of  the  1970,  as  amended  and  Part  24  of  49  CFR,  as  well  as  MGL  Chapter  79 A  and 
implementing  regulations.  Relocation  assistance  measures  include  relocation  advisory 
services  and  payments  for  moving  and  relocation  costs.  Relocation  resources  would  be 
available  to  aU  business  relocatees  without  discrimination. 

The  majority  of  the  tenants  of  Building  60  are  involved  in  the  business  of  consolidating  and 
forwarding  freight.  This  use  is  not  dependent  on  cargo  positions  SC1-SC6  located  on  the 
adjacent  apron.  A  review  of  warehouse /distribution  facilities  in  the  area  indicates  that 
there  is  some  opportunity  in  the  City  of  Chelsea  Airport  Overlay  Distiict  for  relocation  of 
these  tenants."  In  addition,  new  cargo  facihties  such  as  the  International  Cargo  Port  in 
South  Boston  offer  opportunities  for  relocation.  The  relocation  of  the  tenants  of  Building  60 
is  not  considered  to  be  a  significant  social  impact. 


Personal  communication,  Jay  Ash,  then  Executive  Director  of  the  Office  of  Planning  and  Development,  City  of  Chelsea,  January  1 6, 1 999. 
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6.4    Air  Quality/Odors 

This  section  presents  the  results  of  the  air  quality  assessment  of  the  No  Action  Alternative 
and  Preferred  Alternative  on  future-year  air  quality  conditions.  Section  5.4  (Affected 
Emdronment  -  Air  Quality /Odors)  describes  existing  air  quality  conditions  in  the  vicinity  of 
Logan  Airport  and  contains  the  1993  Historic  Modeled  Condition  and  1998  Actual 
Condition  results. 

6.4.1        Assessment  Approach  and  Methodology 

This  analysis  is  based  primarily  on  two  air  quality  impact  assessment  methods:  (1)  emissions 
inventories;  and  (2)  dispersion  modeling.  Essentially,  the  emissions  inventory  results  are  used 
to  quantify  the  types  and  amounts  of  air  emissions  associated  with  Logan  Airport,  in  the 
\dcinity  of  the  airport.  The  dispersion  modeling  results  enable  the  evaluation  of  air  quality 
impacts  for  individual  neighborhoods.  This  approach  is  consistent  with  both  FAA  guidelines 
and  MEPA  requirements. 

To  the  fullest  extent  possible,  the  methodology  (including  models,  data  sources,  assumptions, 
etc.)  used  to  conduct  this  assessment  is  consistent  with  the  methods  developed  previously  for 
the  GEIR/ESPR  and  Annual  Updates/EDRs.  Any  changes  or  departures  in  this  analysis  from 
the  GEER/ESPR  protocol  are  discussed  in  this  section,  and  are  largely  attributable  to  the 
avedlability  of  updated  information  or  to  other  differences  attributable  to  the  Airside  Project. 

The  essential  elements  and  results  of  the  emissions  inventories  and  dispersion  modeling  are 
discussed  separately  below.  For  comparative  purposes,  results  from  both  the  Airside  Project 
and  the  1997  Annual  Update  air  quality  analyses  are  presented.  Additional  information,  data, 
and  other  supporting  materials  used  and/ or  developed  in  connection  with  the  assessment  are 
contained  in  Appendix  M  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  the  29M  Low,  29M  High, 
37.5M  Low,  37.5M  High  and  45M  High  future  Heet  scenarios.  Additional  information,  data, 
and  supporting  materials  for  the  37.5M  High  RJ  Heet  scenario  are  contained  in  Appendix  F  of 
this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Consistent  with  the  scope  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  the  Airside  Project  air  quality 
analysis  was  conducted  for  the  29M  Low  Heet  and  37.5M  High  Heet  scenarios.  The  1993 
Historic  Modeled  Condition  and  the  1998  Actual  Condition  results  are  contained  in  Section  5.4 
of  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 

Because  the  FAA's  Emissions  Dispersion  Modeling  System  (EDMS)  has  become  the  required 
model  for  air  quality  assessments  of  aircraft  sources  since  the  Airside  Project  air  quality 
analysis  was  conducted,  a  comparison  of  the  EDMS  to  the  Logan  Dispersion  Modeling  System 
(LDMS)  is  also  presented  in  this  section.  For  this  demonstration,  the  emissions  inventories  and 
dispersion  analyses  for  both  models  are  compared  using  the  Preferred  Alternative  imder  the 
29M  Low  Heet  scenario. 
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6.4.1.1       Emissions  Inventories 

The  emissions  inventories  represent  compilations  of  air  emissions  generated  by  individual 
Logan  Airport  sources  for  each  Airside  Project  Alternative,  enplanement  level  and  operahonid 
forecast.  The  emissions  inventories  also  include  aircraft  ground  service  equipment,  as  well  as 
on-  and  off-site  motor  vehicle  traffic.  The  results  are  expressed  in  units  of  kilograms/ day 
(kg/ day)  for  each  pollutant  and  emission  source.  In  this  way,  comparisons  between  scenarios 
with  the  GEIR/ESPR  and  with  SIP  goals  can  be  easily  made. 

The  types  of  air  pollutant  emissions  included  in  the  inventory  are  CO,  NOx,  PM„^  and  volatile 
organic  compounds  (VOCs).  CO,  NOx,  and  PM^,  are  EPA  criteria  air  pollutants.  Because  O, 
emissions  cannot  be  calculated  directly,  total  VOCs  are  used  as  a  surrogate,  or  "indicator,"  of 
0,-fonrung  pollutants.  Similarly,  VOCs  from  low  power  aircraft  operational  modes  (i.e., 
taxi-in,  taxi-out,  and  idle/delay)  are  used  as  indicators  of  odor. 

For  this  assessment,  as  with  other  airports,  the  air  pollutants  SO,  and  lead  were  not  included  in 
the  emissions  inventories  because  airports  (including  Logan)  are  not  identified  as  significant 
sources  of  these  emissions. 

NOx  emissions  occur  principally  in  the  form  of  NO  when  emitted  from  the  fuel  combustion 
process  and  then  are  partially  oxidized  to  NO,  over  time  and  distance.  Therefore,  in 
accordance  with  DEP  guidelines,  a  25  percent  NO-to-NO,  conversion  factor  was  used  in  this 
analysis. 

In  general,  aircraft  emissions  are  primarily  a  function  of  aircraft  type,  engine  type,  number  of 
operations,  and  operational  times-in-mode.  Essentially,  aircraft  operations  have  the  following 
six  components:  approach,  landing,  taxi-in,  taxi-out,  take-off,  and  cUmb-out.  Following 
conventional  air  quality  analysis  methods,  airborne  emissions  are  modeled  up  to  3,000  feet. 
Aircraft  emissions  above  this  altitude  do  not  have  any  discemable  ground  level  effects  near 
the  airport.  Ground-based  delay  periods  are  also  included  in  the  aircraft  emissions  analysis. 

For  the  Airside  Project  analysis,  the  aircraft  fleet  mix,  number  of  operations,  runway  use, 
terminal  assignments,  and  airborne  times-in-mode  were  developed  by  individual  aircraft  type. 
Similarly,  ground-based  times-in-mode  (including  taxi-in,  taxi-out,  taxiway  queues,  eand 
end-of-runway  delay  periods)  were  developed  using  the  Airport  Machine  model.  Aircraft 
engine  types  and  emission  rates  were  obtained  from  the  FAA.  By  comparison,  the 
grovmd-based  aircraft  times-in-mode  for  the  1997  Annual  Update  air  quality  analysis  were 
obtained  from  the  Logan  Airport  1993  Annual  Update. 
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For  aircraft  ground  service  equipment  and  vehicles,  Logan-specific  data  concerning 
equipment  tynpe,  service  times,  loading  factors,  emission  rates  and  fuel  type  w^ere  obtained 
from  Massport.' 

Both  on-  and  off-site  motor  vehicle  traffic  data  were  obtained  from  the  1994/1995  GEIR.  This 
includes  traffic  volumes,  travel  speeds,  idle  periods,  and  fleet  mix  for  the  on-airport.  East 
Boston,  and  Regional  Study  Areas.  For  the  GEIR,  East  Boston  and  regional  traffic  are 
segregated;  however,  the  Annual  Updates  only  report  on  airport  study  area  traffic.  The  EPA 
MOBILESb  motor  vehicle  emission  rates  were  used  based  on  DEP  recommended  input 
factors. 

Emission  rates  for  the  Logan  Airport  central  heating/cooUng  plant  were  derived  from 
Massport  permitting  documents"  for  this  facility.  Similarly,  emission  rates  for  the  existing  and 
new  fuel  storage  and  distribution  systems  were  obtained  from  Massport  documents.' 

The  various  sources  of  data  and  information  used  to  develop  the  emissions  inventories  are 
listed  in  Table  6.4-L 

For  the  Airside  Project,  both  the  emissions  inventories  and  dispersion  modeling  were 
conducted  using  the  Logan  Dispersion  Modeling  System  (LDMS).  For  the  2997  Annual  Update, 
only  the  emissions  inventory  of  the  LDMS  is  used  (i.e.,  dispersion  modeling  was  not 
conducted  in  the  GEIR).  This  computer  model  was  developed  by  Massport  and  has  been 
reviewed  and  approved  for  use  at  Logan  Airport  by  DEP  and  EPA  Region  I.  This  model  is 
described  below. 

6.4.1.2      Dispersion  Modeling 

The  LDMS  has  two  components:  (1)  a  module  that  calculates  total  emissions  for  all  aircraft 
operations,  GSE,  motor  vehicles,  fuel  storage  and  transfer  facilities,  and  other  miscellaneous 
sources;  and  (2)  the  U.S.  EPA  Industrial  Source  Complex  (ISC)  dispersion  model  that  predicts 
ambient  pollutant  concentrations. 


5  "Logan  Airport  Emission  Factors."  February  1 992,  prepared  by  KM  Chng  Environnnental,  Inc.  for  Massport. 

6  Table  4  -  Emission  Rates  and  Stack  Parameters  for  the  Logan  Cooling/Heating  Plant  tor  tfie  Period  after  Retirement  of  tfie  Existing  Waukestiaw 
Generators  -  Tecti  Environmental.  Inc.,  September  30, 1996. 

7  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report.  "Jet  Fuel  Storage  Facility:  Boston-Logan  Airport ."  April  16, 1996,  prepared  by  Eartti  Tecti,  Inc.  for  Massport. 
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Table  6.4-1 

Air  Emissions  Inventories  Data  Sources 


Aircraft 

Ground  Service  Equipment 

Motor  Vehicles 

Miscellaneous 

Source  Parameter 

Source 

Parameter 

Source 

Parameter 

Source 

Parameter 

Airside  EIS/EIR    Fleet  IVlix 

Massport 

Equipment  Type 

GEIR/ESPR 

On-Airport 

Massport 

Heating  Plant  Factors 

Operations,  by  hour  and 

Service  Times 

■  Traffic 

Fuel  Storage  Facility  Factors 

aircraft  type 

Fuel  Type 

■  Parking 

Fuel  Distribution  System  Factors 

Runway  Use 

Load  Factors 

Terminal  Assignments 

Conversion  Rates 

Curbside 

In-flight  Times-in-Mode<'i 

Emission  Rates 

■  Fleet  mix 

Runway  End  of  Taxiway 

Queue  Delay*'' 

Ground-based 
Times-in-lVlode 

East  Boston 

■  Airport  Traffic 

■  Non-airport  traffic 

Region 

■  Airport  Traffic 

■  Non-airport  traffic 

FAA              Engine  Types,  by  aircraft 

DEP 

MOBILESb  Input  Factors 

EPA 

Stationaiy  Source  Emission 

Engine  Emission  Rates 

EPA 

Off-airport  fleet  mix 
PARTS  Emission  Factors 

MOBILESb  Emission 
Factors 

PARTS  Emission  Factors 

Factors 

1      These  data  used  for  the  1997  Annual  Update  were  obtained  from  the  1992  Final  GEIR  (July  1 993/ 


The  LDMS  is  composed  of  approximately  150  area,  volume,  and  point  sources  representing  the 
following  air  emission  source  groups  at  Logan: 

■  Aircraft  Operations  on: 

□  Gate  Aprons 

□  Taxiways 

□  Heads  of  Runways 

□  Runways 

□  Airborne  to  3,000  feet 

■  Ground  Service  Vehicles  and  Equipment 

■  Ground  Transportation  on: 

□  Logan  Airport  Loop  Roads  (including  terminal  curb-side  idling  and  parking 
garage  movements) 

□  Route  lA  (from  the  tunnels  to  Neptune  Road) 

□  Ted  Williams  Tunnel  (TWT)  Toll  Booths  (vehicle  idling) 

□  1-90  (from  the  TWT  to  Route  1  A) 

□  TWT  Vent  Building 
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■  Logan  Airport  Central  Heating/ Cooling  Plant 

■  Fuel  Storage /Trcinsfer  Facilities 

The  locations  of  these  individual  sources  (including  proposed  Runway  14/32,  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway  and  other  improvements  comprising  the  Preferred  Alternative),  as 
well  as  the  12  community  receptors  (described  below),  were  obtained  from  scaled 
drawings  of  Logan  Airport  and  its  environs. 

For  the  dispersion  modeling,  the  emission  rates  from  each  source  were  varied  by  hour  of 
the  day,  based  on  existing  and  forecasted  activity  levels  at  Logan  Airport  over  a  24-hour 
period.  In  addition,  one  full  year  of  hourly  meteorological  data,  recorded  at  Logan 
Airport  in  1993,  was  used  to  model  the  simultaneous  occurrence  of  site-specific  wind 
conditions  and  emission  rates. 

Ambient  levels  of  CO,  NO,,  and  PM,,,  were  predicted  over  time  periods  consistent  with  the 
NAAQS  and  other  appropriate  guidelines.  As  discussed  above,  because  there  are  no 
standards  for  ambient  VOC  levels,  surrogate  benchmarks  were  used.  As  an  O,  indicator, 
total  VOC  emissions  from  all  Logan  Airport  sources  were  modeled  over  24  hours.  For  odor, 
low  power  aircraft  emissions  of  VOCs  were  modeled  over  one-hour  intervals.  In  this  way, 
compiuisons  between  scenarios.  Alternatives,  and  regulatory  criteria  can  be  ecisily  made. 
These  time  periods  and  criteria  are  summarized  in  Table  6.4-2  for  all  four  pollutants. 


Table  6.4-2 

Dispersion  l\/lodeling  Averaging  Times  and  Bacl<ground  Levels 


Pollutant 

Averaging  Time 

Standards 

(uglmZ) 

Background 
Concentration 

(|ig/m3) 

CO 

1-Hour 

40,000 

4,446 

8-Hour 

10,000 

2,502-2,262 

HC  (or  VOCs) 

1-Hour 

N/A 

N/A 

(odor  indicators) 

24-Hour 

N/A 

N/A 

(ozone  indicators) 

NO2 

1-Hour 

320 

163-173 

Annual 

100 

53-58 

PM10 

24-Hour 

150 

45-48 

Annual 

50 

23 

N/A  not  applicable 
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In  order  to  account  for  (1)  natural  sources  (e.g.,  forest  fires,  pollen,  marine  salts,  fugitive 
dust,  etc.),  and  (2)  non-airport  sources  of  air  emissions  located  both  within  and  outside 
the  study  area,  background  concentrations  of  air  pollutants  were  added  to  the  dispersion 
model  results. 

Consistent  with  DEP  guidelines,  these  background  levels  were  derived  from  monitoring 
data  collected  at  the  Bremen  Street  station  in  East  Boston.  Located  adjacent  to  the 
northwest  boundary  of  the  airport,  ambient  levels  of  CO,  NO,,  and  PM,g  are  recorded  at 
this  site  (see  Table  5.4-3  in  Section  5.4.1.2).  Because  of  this  proximity,  these  measured 
levels  likely  include  emissions  from  Logan.  Therefore,  as  a  highly  conservative  approach, 
the  upper  bounds  of  these  pollutant  concentrations  were  used  as  the  background  levels 
in  the  dispersion  modeling  analysis.  This  results  in  the  "double  counting"  of 
Logan-related  emissions.  Table  6.4-2  also  contains  these  background  levels. 

To  evaluate  the  air  quality  impacts  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  and  the  Preferred 
Alternative  on  individual  neighborhoods  surrounding  the  airport,  12  receptors  were 
modeled.  These  receptors  represent  neighborhood-specific  concentrations  of  air  poUutants 
resulting  from  the  combined  effects  of  iurport  operations,  backgrovmd  levels,  and  local 
meteorology.  These  receptors,  illustrated  in  Figure  6.4-1  and  individuaUy  described  in 
Table  6.4-3,  were  specifically  selected  for  this  analysis  by  DEP.  As  stated  previously,  the 
GEIR  and  its  Annual  Updates  do  not  include  dispersion  modeling. 


Table  6.4-3 

Receptor  Location  for  Dispersion  Modeling 


Receptor  No. 

Community 

Location 

1 

East  Boston 

Jeffries  Point  Park  tennis  court,  east  end  of  Sumner  Street 

2 

East  Boston 

Constitution  Beach  Bath  House,  east  end  of  Coleridge  Street 

3 

East  Boston 

Intersection  of  Annavoy  and  Bayswater  Streets 

4 

Winthrop 

Intersection  of  Court  and  Loring  Roads 

5 

WInthrop 

Cottage  Park  Yacht  Club,  south  end  of  Orlando  Avenue 

6 

Winthrop 

Point  Shirley  intersection  of  Grandview  and  Bayview  Avenues 

7 

Castle  Island 

Intersection  of  Farragut  Road  and  First  Street 

8 

South  Boston 

Intersection  of  Broadway  and  C  Street 

9 

Southeast  End 

Union  Park  Street  between  Tremont  Street  and  Shawmut  Avenue 

10 

Eagle  Hill 

Intersection  of  Condor  and  Glendon  Streets 

11 

Orient  Heights 

Intersection  of  Tower  Drum  Lane  and  Gladstone  Street 

12 

Revere  Beach 

Public  beach  on  Broad  Sound 
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Figure  6.4-1 
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6.4.2        Airside  Project  Emissions  Inventories  and  Dispersion  Modeling  Results 

The  air  quality  impacts  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  and  the  Preferred  Alternative  are 
presented  and  discussed  below.  According  to  federal  guidance  for  air  quality  impact 
assessments,  it  is  more  important  to  compare  future-year  emissions  with  and  without  the 
Preferred  Altemahve  than  it  is  to  compare  current  and  future-year  emissions.  Therefore, 
the  presentation  of  the  results  of  the  air  quality  analysis  is  focused  on  comparing  the 
Preferred  Alternative  to  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

The  air  quality  analysis  results  for  the  No  Action  Alternative  and  Preferred  Alternative 
under  the  29M  Low  Fleet  and  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenarios  are  described  in  Section  6.4.2.1 
ctnd  6.4.2.2.  The  results  for  all  other  Alternatives  and  for  previously  analyzed  future  fleets 
were  presented  in  detail  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR.  Summary  results  for  these 
alternatives  and  future  fleet  scenarios  are  also  contained  in  Appendix  F  of  this 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Section  6.4.4  presents  the  emissions  inventory  and  dispersion 
results  for  the  37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet.  The  results  for  the  1993  Historic  Modeled  Condition 
and  1998  Actual  Condition  were  presented  in  Section  5.4.3.2. 

To  facilitate  further  comparison,  these  results  are  compiled  from  tables  contained  in 
Appendix  M  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  ElS/ElR  and  represent  the  total  contributions 
for  all  Logan  Airport  sources  previously  identified  as  aircraft,  GSE,  motor  vehicles,  and 
other  miscellaneous  sources.  Each  set  of  results  is  presented  by  pollutant  type. 

For  comparative  purposes,  the  emissions  inventory  results  from  the  Logan  Airport  1997 
Annual  Update^  are  also  provided.  These  results  are  based  on  29  million  (29M)  and 
37.5  million  (37M)  annual  passengers,  respectively. 

The  air  quality  assessments  employed  in  both  the  Airside  Project  EIS/EIR  and 
GEIR/ESPR  Annual  Updates  consider  aircraft  emissions  in  the  LTO  cycle  from  a  flight 
altitude  of  3,000  feet  to  landing,  taxiing,  idling  and  take-off  to  3,000  feet. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  airborne  delay  reductions  wUl  also  result  in  reductions  of 
emissions  of  aircraft  in  holding  patterns,  which  impact  the  region,  but  do  not  appear  in 
the  air  quality  assessment.  The  pollutants  reduced  (largely  NOx)  wUl  contribute  to  ozone 
reduction  in  the  region.  In  addition,  delay  reduction  results  in  considerable  fuel  savings. 

6.4.2.1      Emissions  Inventory  Results 
CO  Emissions 

Based  on  the  results  of  the  emissions  inventory,  the  three  primary  sources  of  CO  at  Logan 
Airport  are  ground  support  equipment,  aircraft,  and  motor  vehicles  representing 


8      The  Logan  Airport  1997 Annual  Updatewas  the  last  Annual  Update  that  included  future  forecasts  (1999/2010). 
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approximately  50,  35,  and  10  percent  of  the  total,  respectively,  for  all  future  year  scenarios 
and  the  PreferredAltemative. 

In  general,  CO  emissions  from  ground  support  equipment  will  decrease  in  the  future,  as 
the  older  equipment  is  replaced  and  cleaner-burning  fuels  are  phased  in.  CO  emissions 
from  aircraft  will  also  decline  in  future  years  as  Stage  2  aircraft  are  replaced  with 
cleaner-burning  Stage  3  aircraft.  However,  these  decreases  will  be  partially  offset  by  the 
forecasted  increase  in  aircraft  operations  at  Logan  Airport  over  time.  Motor  vehicle 
emissions  will  continue  to  decline  as  a  result  of  the  federal  motor  vehicle  emissions 
control  program. 

As  shown  in  Table  6.4-4  and  Figure  6.4-2,  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  expected  to  generate 
a  lower  amount  of  total  CO  emissions  than  the  No  Action  Alternative.  This  pattern,  the 
same  for  all  forecasted  enplanement  and  operational  levels,  is  largely  attributable  to 
improved  airside  operating  efficiencies  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative. 


Table  6.4-4 

CO  Emissions  Inventory  -  All  Sources 


Alternative 

29M  Low  Fleet  Scenario 

37.5M  High  Fleet  Scenario 

kg/day 

tons/year 

kg/day 

tons/year 

Preferred  Alternative  -  All  Actions 

13,022 

5,239 

13,976 

5,623 

No  Action  Alternative 

13,905 

5,594 

15,236 

6,129 

1997  Annual  Update 

14,470 

5,821 

16,686 

6,713 

Figure  6.4-2 

CO  Emissions  Inventory  -  All  Sources  (ton/year) 


8,000 
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When  compared  to  the  CO  emissions  inventory  results  for  future  year  conditions, 
contained  in  the  2997  Annual  Update,  the  Airside  analysis  results  produce  lower  values. 
These  differences  are  due  to  the  refined  assessment  of  airfield  operating  conditions 
developed  in  support  of  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

NOx  Emissions 

Aircraft  represent  the  primary  source  of  NOx  emissions  at  Logan  Airport  generating  approxi- 
mately 75  percent  of  the  total.  Ground  service  equipment,  the  central  heating /cooling  plant, 
and  motor  vehicles  represent  roughly  10,  5,  and  3  percent  of  the  total,  respectively. 

NOx  emissions  from  aircraft  are  expected  to  increase  slightly  in  future  years.  This  is  an 
unavoidable  consequence  of  phasing  in  quieter,  more  fuel-efficient  engines.  Manufacturers 
are  working  to  develop  engines  that  wUl  emit  less  NOx,  but  this  new  technology  has  not  been 
factored  into  this  analysis.  NOx  emissions  from  GSE  and  motor  vehicles  are  also  predicted  to 
increase  slightly,  corresponding  to  the  forecasted  increase  in  operations  at  Logan,  regardless 
of  airside  improvements.  NOx  emissions  associated  with  the  central  heating/ cooling  plant 
are  predicted  to  increase  similarly.^ 

As  shown  in  Table  6.4-5  and  Figure  6.4-3,  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  predicted  to  generate  a 
lower  amount  of  total  NOx  emissions  than  the  No  Action  Alternative.  Over  time,  if  the 
airside  improvements  are  not  made,  emissions  are  expected  to  increase  at  Logan  Airport 
because  of  the  increase  in  operations  and  the  phasing  in  of  Stage  3  aircraft,  which  produce 
more  NOx  than  louder,  less  fuel  efficient  Stage  2  aircraft.  However,  by  reducing  aircraft 
delay,  implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  reduce  the  rate  of  NOx  increase 
associated  with  Stage  3  aircraft. 

When  compared  to  the  29M  Low  Reet  scenario  and  the  37.5M  High  Heet  scenario  NOx 
emissions  inventory  results  contained  in  the  1997  Annual  Update,  the  Airside  analysis  results 
are  lower.  These  differences  are  due  to  the  refined  assessment  of  airfield  operating  conditions 
developed  in  support  of  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Table  6.4-5 

NOx  Emissions  Inventory  -  All  Sources 


Alternative 


29M  Low  Fleet 
Scenario 


37.5M  High  Fleet 
Scenario 


Preferred  Alternative  -  All 
Actions 

No  Action  Alternative 
1997  Annual  Update 


kg/day 
5,362 

5,491 
6,670 


tons/year 
2,157 

2,209 
2,683 


kg/day 
6,997 

7,183 
8,343 


tons/year 
2,815 

2,890 
3,356 


Table  4  -  Emission  Rales  and  Stack  Parameters  for  the  Logan  Cooling/Heating  Plant  for  tfie  Period  after  Retirement  of  tfie  Existing  Waukeshaw 
Generators  •  Tecfi  Environmental,  Inc.,  September  30. 1996. 
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Figure  6.4-3 

NOx  Emissions  Inventory  -  All  Sources  (ton/year) 
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Total  VOC  Emissions 

As  a  precursor  to  O,  formation,  VOCs  are  considered  an  O,  indicator  in  this  analysis.  In  the 
future,  the  three  primary  sources  of  total  VOCs  at  Logan  Airport  wUl  be  aircraft,  fuel 
storage /transfer  facilities,  and  ground  service  equipment,  representing  approximately  40,  30, 
and  20  percent  of  the  total,  respectively. 

As  discussed  above  in  connection  with  CO  emissions,  the  VOC  content  of  aircraft  exhaust 
will  decline  in  future  years  as  newer,  more  efficient,  engines  are  phased  in.  Similarly,  VOC 
emissions  from  GSE  are  expected  to  decrease  as  the  older  equipment  is  replaced  and 
cleaner-burning  fuels  are  introduced.  Evaporative  VOCs  associated  with  fuel  storage  and 
transfer  facilities  are  a  function  of  the  fuel  throughput  volumes,  and  are  generally  well 
controlled  within  their  containment  vessels. 

As  shown  in  Table  6.4-6  and  Figure  6.4-4,  total  VOC  emissions  from  all  sources  at  Logan 
Airport  are  predicted  to  increase  slightly  over  time  in  association  with  the  forecasted  increase 
in  operations.  However,  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  expected  to  generate  a  lower  amount, 
when  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  This  outcome  is  largely  attributable  to 
improved  airfield  efficiency  and  shorter  delay  periods  associated  with  the  Preferred 
Alternative.  When  compared  to  the  1999  and  2010  VOC  emissions  inventory  results  for  the 
29M  Low  and  37.5M  High  scenarios  contained  in  the  2997  Annual  Update,  the  Airside  analysis 
values  are  lower.  These  differences  are  due  to  the  refined  assessment  of  airfield  operating 
conditions  developed  in  support  of  this  Supplemental  Draft  EIS/ Final  HIS. 
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Table  6.4-6 

Total  VOC  Emissions  Inventory  -  All  Sources 


29M  Low  Fleet 

37.5M  High  Fleet 

Alternative 

Scenario 

Scenario 

kg/day 

tons/year 

kg/day 

tons/year 

Preferred  Alternative  -  All 

2,350 

945 

2,497 

1,005 

Actions 

No  Action  Alternative 

2,553 

1,027 

2,721 

1,095 

1997  Annual  Update 

3,269 

1,315 

3,207 

1,290 

(1 )    Includes  aircraft  sources,  GSE,  on-site  motor  vehicles,  and  other  miscellaneous  sources. 
(See  Appendix  M  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  individual  sources.) 

Figure  6.4-4 

Total  VOC  Emissions  Inventory  -  All  Sources  (tons/year) 
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Odor-causing  Emissions 

As  discussed  previously,  VOC  emissions  associated  with  aircraft  low  power  operations  (i.e., 
taxi-in,  taxi-out,  and  idle/delay)  are  considered  to  be  potentially  odor  causing.  Therefore,  the 
same  trends  in  total  VOCs  described  above  for  aircraft  emissions  are  applicable  to  these 
odor-causing  VOCs.  That  is,  the  VOC  content  of  aircraft  exhaust  wiU  decUne  in  future  years 
as  newer,  more  efficient  aircraft  engines  are  phased  in. 

As  shown  in  Table  6.4-7  and  Figure  6.4-5,  the  amounts  of  odor-causing  VOC  emissions  at 
Logan  Airport  are  not  expected  to  change  significantly  into  the  future.  However,  there  is  a 
noticeable  reduction  in  these  emissions  when  comparing  the  Preferred  Alternative  to  the 
No  Action  Alternative.  The  Preferred  Alternative  produces  lower  odor-causing  VOC 
emissions  than  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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The  predicted  reduction  in  odor-causing  VOCs  is  attributable  to  improved  airfield  operating 
conditions  and  reduced  aircraft  delay  periods  associated  with  the  individual  AltemaHves. 
Moreover,  under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  some  additional  flexibility  is  gained  on  how 
airfield  operahons  are  managed,  which  may  lead  to  further  reductions  in  odor-causing  VOC 
emissions. 

Table  6.4-7 

Odor-causing  VOC  Emissions  Inventory  -  All  Sources  0- 2) 


Alternative 


29M  Low  Fleet 
Scenario 


37.5M  High  Fleet 
Scenario 


Preferred  Alternative  -  All 
Actions 

No  Action  Altemative 


kg/day 
909 

1,112 


tons/year 
366 

447 


kg/day 
870 

1,094 


tons/year 
350 

440 


(1 )  Includes  aircraft  sources,  ground  service  equipment,  on-site  motor  vehicles,  and  other  miscellaneous  sources.  (See  Appendix  M 
of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  individual  sources.) 

(2)  Odor-causing  VOCs  were  not  included  in  the  1997  Annual  Update. 


Figure  6.4-5 

Odor-causing  VOC  Emissions  Inventory  -  All  Sources  (ton/year) 
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PM10  Emissions 

Aircreift  are  considered  to  be  the  predominant  source  of  particulate  emissions,  representing 
roughly  90  percent  of  the  Logan  Airport  total.  Ground  service  equipment  and  motor 
vehicles  comprise  most  of  the  remaining  10  percent.  Notably,  particulate  matter  emission 
factors  for  aircraft  are  not  well  known.  The  few  studies  that  exist  are  generally  for  military 
aircraft.  Fractionation  profiles,  which  would  allow  calculation  of  emissions  inventories  for 
PMjj,  and  PM,  ^do  not  exist  for  aircraft  emissions  of  particulate  matter.  The  LDMS  uses  the 
few  emission  factors  that  do  exist  and  classifies  all  particulate  matter  as  PM,„. 

As  shown  in  Table  6.4-8  and  Figure  6.4-6,  emissions  of  particulate  matter  are  expected  to 
increase  in  future  years  in  connection  with  the  forecasted  increase  in  aircraft  operations  at 
Logan.  However,  the  amounts  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  are  lower  than  those 
associated  with  the  No  Action  Alternative.  It  is  also  noteworthy  that  this  analysis  does  not  take 
into  fuU  account  the  reduction  in  particulate  emissions  expected  with  the  newer,  more  efficient 
aircraft  engines.  PM  emissions  are  not  included  in  the  2997  Annual  Update  emissions  inventories. 

Table  6.4-8 

PIVlio  Emissions  Inventory  -  All  Sources  ^  ^-s 

29M  Low  Fleet  37.5M  High  Fleet 

Alternative  Scenario  Scenario 


kq/dav  tons/year  kg/day  Tons/year 

Preferred  Alternative  -  All  Actions  217  87  268  108 

No  Action  Alternative  238  96  301  121 

1 .  Includes  aircraft  sources,  ground  service  equipment,  on-site  motor  vehicles,  and  other  miscellaneous  sources. 
(See  Tables  EM  -4,  EI2-4,  EI3-4,  and  EI4-4  in  Appendix  M  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  individual  sources). 

2.  Pt^  emissions  are  not  included  in  the  1997  Annual  Update. 

3.  Assumes  all  PM  emissions  are  PMk. 


Figure  6.4-6 

PM10  Emissions  Inventory  -  All  Sources  (ton/year) 


1    1  Preferred  Alternative    |    |   No  Action 

1 

29M  Low  37.5M  High 


Enyironmental  Consequences 


6-108 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 


Off-Site  Motor  Vehicle  Emissions 

For  the  purposes  of  this  assessment,  off-site  motor  vehicle  emissions  are  attributable  to 
passenger,  employee,  and  cargo  transport  vehicles  traveling  to  and  from  Logan  Airport  on 
the  local  and  regional  roadway  network.  As  discussed  previously,  the  basis,  data,  emd 
methods  used  to  develop  this  analysis  were  obtained  from  the  1994/1995  GEIR. 

The  results  of  the  off-site  motor  vehicle  emissions  inventory  are  summarized  in  Table  6.4-9 
cmd  illustrated  in  Figure  6.4-7.  As  shown,  emissions  of  CO,  NOx,  VOCs,  and  particulate 
matter  (PM)  are  expected  to  decline  over  the  long  term.  This  reduction  is  largely  attributable 
to  the  federal  motor  vehicle  emissions  control  program  that  mandates  the  development  of 
more  fuel  efficient,  cleaner-burning  motor  vehicles  nationwide.  Part  of  the  reduction  is  also 
associated  with  DEP  programs  designed  to  reduce  motor  vehicle  emissions  statewide. 

Table  6.4-9 

Off-Site  Motor  Vehicle  Emissions 


Near  Term 

Long  Term 

Pollutant 

29M  Low  Fleet  Scenario 

37.5M  High  Fleet  Scenario 

kq/dav 

tons/vear 

Kq/dav 

tons/vear 

CO 

2,883 

1,160 

2,506 

1,008 

NO2 

1,027 

413 

948 

381 

VOCs 

526 

212 

401 

161 

PM 

60 

24 

41 

17 

(1 )  Includes  airport-related  motor  vehicles  in  the  East  Boston  and  Regional  Study  Areas. 


Figure  6.4-7 

Off-Site  Motor  Vehicle  Emissions  Inventory  (tons/year) 
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6.4.2.2  Dispersion  l\/lodeling  Results 

As  previously  discussed,  ambient  (outdoor)  levels  of  air  pollutants  were  predicted  at 
12  community  sites  (called  receptors)  using  the  LDMS.  In  this  way,  the  impacts  of  the 
No  Action  Alternative  and  the  Preferred  Alternative  can  be  individually  assessed  in  each 
neighborhood  and  the  results  can  be  compared  directly  to  state  and  federal  air  quality 
standards  or  guidelines. 

The  dispersion  modeling  results  for  the  No  Action  Alternative  and  the  Preferred 
Alternative  under  the  29M  Low  and  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenarios  are  discussed  below.  For 
ease  in  assimilating  these  findings,  only  the  highest  levels  predicted  at  all  12  receptors  are 
reported.  The  assumption  is  that  pollutant  levels  at  the  11  other  receptors  will  be  less  by 
comparison.  Exceptions  to  this  reporting  technique  are  the  reported  ozone  and  odor 
indicator  levels,  which  are  given  as  spatially  averaged  values. 

The  1993  Modeled  Historic  Condition  dispersion  model  results  were  presented  in 
Section  5.4.3.2.  Dispersion  modeling  is  not  included  in  the  2997  Annual  Update  air 
quality  analyses. 

29M  Low  Fleet  Scenario  Dispersion  Model  Results 

As  shown  in  Table  6.4-10,  the  highest  predicted  levels  of  CO,  NO,,  and  PM,,,  are  expected  to 
be  well  within  the  air  quality  standards  and  guidelines  for  these  pollutants.  A  comparison  of 
the  No  Action  Alternative  and  the  Preferred  Alternative  indicates  that  the  Preferred 
Alternative  results  in  lower  concentraHons  of  CO  (1-  and  8-hour),  NO,  (1-hour),  and  the 
ozone /odor  indicators.  For  NO,  (annual)  and  PM^,,  (24-hour  and  annual),  there  is  no 
difference  between  the  No  Action  Alternative  and  the  Preferred  Alternative  results.  Because 
of  the  relative  similarity  of  these  results  overall,  there  should  be  no  discemable  differences  in 
ambient  air  quality  conditions  at  any  of  the  receptors  under  either  Alternative. 


Table  6.4-10 

29l\/l  Low  Fleet  Scenario  Dispersion  Model  Results  Summary 


Air  Quality 

Community  Air  Concentration(tjg/m^)  Standard 
Preferred  No  Action 

Pollutant/Parameter  Alternative  Alternative  (pg/""^ 


CO,  1-hour,  highest  2nd  high 

5,676 

6,002 

40,000 

CO,  8-hour,  highest  2nd  high 

2,734 

2,808 

10,000 

NO2, 1-hour,  highest  2nd  high 

255 

263 

320 

NO2,  annual,  highest 

55 

55 

100 

PM10,  24-hour,  highest  2nd  high 

48 

48 

150 

PM10,  annual,  highest 

24 

24 

50 

Ozone  indicator.  Total  VOC,  24-hour,  spatially-averaged  highs 

16 

18 

N/A 

Odor  indicator.  Aircraft  idle  Mode  VOC,  1-hour,  spatially-averaged  highs 

90 

96 

N/A 

N/A      Not  applicable  as  it  is  used  as  an  indicator  of  potential  ozone  formation  and  is  not  comparable  to  any  standard. 
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37.5M  High  Fleet  Scenario  Dispersion  Model  Results 

As  shown  in  Table  6.4-11,  under  this  scenario  the  highest  predicted  levels  of  CO,  NO,,  and 
PMjg  are  again  well  within  the  air  quality  standards  and  guidelines.  When  comparing  the 
results  between  the  No  Action  Alternative  and  the  Preferred  Altemahve,  there  are  stUl  no 
significant  differences  for  any  of  the  pollutants. 

Based  on  the  results  of  the  emissions  inventories  and  the  dispersion  modeling,  the 
following  findings  on  the  effects  of  the  Airside  Project  are  evident:  (1)  there  are  no 
predicted  violations  of  any  state  and  federal  standards  or  guidelines  under  any  future 
scenarios  or  Alternatives;  and  (2)  the  overall  impacts  associated  with  the  Preferred 
Alternative  are  beneficial  or  the  same  when  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

Results  of  Air  Quality  Impact  Analyses 

To  comply  with  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990  (CAAA)  and  the  NEPA,  FAA 
has  made  the  following  findings  for  project-related  air  quality  impacts. 

Because  the  proposed  action  is  located  in  an  ozone  non-attainment  area,  the  FAA  must 
determine  if  the  proposed  action  is  consistent  with  the  state  implementation  plan  (SIP). 
General  Conformity  requirements  mandated  by  Section  176(c)  of  the  CAAA  require  the 
FAA  to  do  so.  To  make  this  determination,  FAA  must  compare  the  emissions  resulting 
from  the  Preferred  Alternative  against  those  emissions  that  would  have  occurred  under 
the  No  Action  scenario. 


Table  6.4-11 

37.5M  High  Fleet  Scenario  Dispersion  Model  Results  Summary 


Community  Air  Concentration 
(Mg/m3) 

Air  Quality 
Standard 

Pollutant/Parameter 

Preferred 
Alternative 

No  Action 
Alternative 

(jjg/m^) 

CO,  1-hour,  highest  2nd  high 

5,743 

5,798 

40,000 

CO,  8-hour,  highest  2nd  high 

2,792 

2,844 

10,000 

NO2, 1-hour,  highest  2nd  high 

282 

275 

320 

NO2,  annual  highest 

56 

56 

100 

PM10,  24-hour,  highest  2nd  high 

48 

49 

150 

PM10,  annual  highest 

24 

24 

50 

Ozone  indicator.  Total  VOC,  24-hour,  spatially-averaged  highs 

18 

20 

N/A 

Odor  indicator.  Aircraft  idle  mode  VOC,  1-hour,  spatially-averaged  highs 

115 

119 

N/A 

N/A  Not  applicable  as  it  is  used  as  an  indicator  of  potential  ozone  fonnation  and  is  not  comparable  to  any  standard. 
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Based  on  the  analyses  of  NOx  and  VOCs  (Tables  6.4-5  and  6.4-6,  respectively),  FAA  has 
determined  that  the  proposed  project's  net  annual  emissions  (Preferred  Alternative 
emission  levels  minus  No  Action  Alternative  emissions)  will  be  less  than  the  applicable 
NOx  and  VOC  emission  levels  in  40  CFR  93.153(b)  for  all  future  conditions  analyzed.  In 
addition,  FAA  analysis  of  these  levels  shows  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not  be 
"regionally  significant"  because  it  would  not  cause  10  percent  of  the  total  emissions 
inventories  for  NOx  or  VOC  in  the  Boston  ozone  nonattainment  area.  Accordingly,  FAA 
has  determined  that  the  Project  is  presumed  to  conform  to  the  SIP  in  accordance  with 
Section  176  (c)  of  the  CAAA. 

For  NEPA  purposes,  FAA  must  also  assess  the  air  quality  impacts  of  Project  Alternatives 
under  consideration.  FAA  completed  dispersion  modeling  for  the  Preferred  Alternative 
and  for  the  No  Action  Alternative.  Analysis  of  Table  6.4-11  clearly  shows  that  the 
proposed  project  would  not  exceed  any  NAAQS.  Accordingly,  FAA  has  determined  that 
the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not  cause  significant  air  quality  impacts. 

6.4.3        Comparison  of  the  Logan  Dispersion  Modeling  System  and  Emissions  and 
Dispersion  l\/lodeling  System 

As  stated  previously,  since  the  completion  of  the  scope  of  work  for  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  the  FAA's  EDMS  has  become  the  required  model  for 
aviation  sources  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR.  In  order  to  provide  assurance  that  the 
EDMS  provides  results  similar  to  EDMS,  a  comparison  of  the  two  models  was  conducted 
for  the  Preferred  Alternative  vmder  the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario.  This  analysis  indicates 
that  the  choice  of  model  would  not  affect  the  outcome  of  the  air  quality  assessment. 

Both  EDMS  and  EDMS  have  two  components:  an  emissions  inventory  calculation  and  a 
dispersion  model.  The  emissions  inventory  methodology  for  both  models  is  very  sunilar, 
with  emission  factors  being  multiplied  by  the  number  of  aircraft  operations,  engines,  and 
operating  duration  for  each  mode.  The  emission  factors  in  EDMS  were  obtained  from  the 
FAA  Engine  Emission  Database  (FAEED),  which  is  also  the  source  of  many  emission 
factors  in  EDMS.  Notably,  EDMS  does  not  contain  emission  factors  for  aircraft-generated 
PM|p,  and  EDMS  does  not  have  emission  factors  for  oxides  of  sulfur.  Because  of  their 
parallels,  the  emission  factors  in  the  two  models  are  comparable.  The  principal  difference 
in  the  emissions  inventory  portion  of  the  two  models  is  the  treatment  of  times-in-mode. 
EDMS  allows  the  user  to  input  Logan-specific  times-in-mode  for  all  modes  of  operation, 
based  on  the  output  of  Logan-specific  airport  operational  models.  EDMS,  however, 
allows  the  user  to  input  only  taxi /idle  time  and  automatically  calculates  times-in-mode 
for  approach,  takeoff,  and  climbout  based  on  the  mixing  height.  The  emissions 
inventories  calculated  by  the  two  models  are  compared  in  Table  6.4-12. 
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Table  6.4-12 

Preferred  Alternative  29M  Low  Fleet  Scenario 
Emissions  Inventory  Comparison 


Pollutant 


EDMS 


kg/day 


Tons/year 


CO 

VOCs 

NOx 

SOx 

PMio'2) 


15,143 
1,963 
7,198 
538 
90 


6,092 
790 

2,896 
216 
36 


LDMS 


kg/day 


tons/year 


13,022 
2,350 
5,362 
N/A 
217 


5,239 
945 

2,157 
N/A 
87 


N/A  -  not  applicable 

(1 )  Hydrocarbon  emissions  calculated  in  EDMS  are  being  used  to  represent  VOCs  in  this  comparison. 

(2)  PMio  emission  factors  for  aircraft  are  not  included  in  EDU^S.  Therefore,  the  PM-1 0  total  for  EDMS  includes  GSE,  motor  vehicles 
and  stationary  sources,  but  not  aircraft. 

As  shown  in  the  table,  EDMS  projects  higher  total  emissions  of  CO  and  NOx,  while 
estimating  lower  emissions  of  VOCs  and  PM,„  emissions  than  LDMS.  These  differences 
would  be  carried  across  all  Alternatives  and  scenarios  if  they  were  modeled  using  EDMS. 
Importantly,  the  relationship  of  the  Alternatives  to  each  other  is  not  expected  to  be  greatly 
affected  by  the  choice  of  model.  In  other  words,  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  be  associated 
with  the  lowest  amount  of  emissions  among  the  Alternatives,  and  the  No  Action  Alternative 
will  be  associated  with  the  highest  emissions,  regardless  of  the  model  used. 


The  second  element  of  the  two  models  is  dispersion  evaluation.  LDMS  uses  the  model 
ISCST3  (Industrial  Source  Complex  Short-Term),  a  Gaussian  plume  dispersion  algorithm. 
ISCST3  is  an  EPA-preferred  model  for  a  variety  of  reasons.  It  has  the  ability  to  treat  point, 
area,  Hne,  and  volume  sources;  deposition;  down  wash;  and  plume  rise.  The  dispersion 
component  in  EDMS  uses  EPA's  PAL2  (Point  Area  and  Line)  and  CALINE3  (Cahfomia  Line 
Source),  which  are  also  Gaussian  plume  models.  Both  LDMS  and  EDMS  have  the  ability  to 
incorporate  actual  meteorological  data.  There  are  inherent  differences  among  the  algorithms 
in  the  two  models,  but  the  use  of  Gaussian  plumes  in  both  models  leads  to  similarities  in 
results.  The  results  of  the  EDMS  dispersion  analysis  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  under  the 
29M  Low  Fleet  scenario  are  shown  in  Figures  6.4-8  through  6.4-10  and  compared  to  the 
LDMS  results.  Complete  dispersion  modeling  results  are  in  Appendix  F. 
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Figure  6.4-8 

CO  Dispersion  Comparison  (Second  Highest  Level) 
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Figure  6.4-9 

NO2  Dispersion  Comparison  (Highest  Annual  Mean  and 
Second  Highest  1-Hour  Level 
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Figure  6.4-10 

PM10  Dispersion  Comparison 

Highest  Annual  IVIean  and  Second  Highest  24-Hour  Level 
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As  shown  in  the  figures,  the  two  models  have  similar  results.  The  predicted  concentrations 
are,  on  average,  two  percent  higher  with  LDMS.  The  higher  results  generated  by  LDMS 
mean  that  this  model  is,  in  general,  conservative.  The  only  exception  to  the  conservative 
nature  of  LDMS  is  with  CO  concentrations  for  an  eight-hour  averaging  time,  which  are 
two  percent  higher,  on  average,  with  EDMS.  Nonetheless,  all  concentrations  are  well  within 
the  NAAQS  for  all  modeled  pollutants  with  either  model.  The  variation  between  modeled 
concentrations  at  each  receptor  can  likely  be  attributed  to  differences  in  the  nuances  of  the 
modeling  algorithms  as  well  as  inevitable  variance  in  the  manner  of  user  input  (e.g., 
time-in-mode,  as  mentioned  previously). 

Although  EDMS  and  the  LDMS  have  somewhat  different  components,  their  methodologies 
and,  more  importantly,  their  results  are  similar.  The  comparison  of  the  two  conducted  for 
this  analysis  indicates  that  if  all  emissions  inventories  were  prepared  with  EDMS,  all  action 
alternatives  including  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  still  result  in  air  quality  benefits, 
when  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  Furthermore,  the  dispersion  modeling  shows 
that  results  of  the  two  models  are  comparable,  and  that  there  are  no  modeled  violations  of 
the  NAAQS. 
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6.4.4        Air  Quality  Results  for  the  37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet 

The  air  quality  analysis  has  been  updated  since  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  to  reflect 
an  additional  long-term  planning  forecast  of  aircraft  operations  and  fleet  mix  at  Logan.  To 
estimate  the  scope  of  impacts  associated  with  these  revisions,  the  LDMS  was  applied  to  the 
Preferred  Alternative  and  the  No  Action  Alternative.  The  methodology  for  this  analysis  is 
consistent  with  that  used  for  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EER  modeling  efforts,  with 
changes  made  only  to  the  aircraft,  auxiliary  power  units,  and  GSE.  The  emissions  inventory 
and  dispersion  modeling  results  are  presented  in  this  section. 

6.4.4.1      Emissions  Inventory  Results 

The  additional  37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  forecast  for  Logan  Airport  produced  the  need  to 
amend  the  emissions  associated  with  aircraft,  auxiliary  power  units,  and  GSE.  The  other 
emissions  sources,  however,  have  been  analyzed  previously  and  are  not  re-calculated 
here.  Previous  estimates  for  these  sources  (e.g.,  motor  vehicles  and  stationary  sources) 
are  not  expected  to  change  for  the  37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  forecast. 

CO  Emissions 

CO  emissions  wUl  decrease  in  the  future  as  a  result  of  several  factors:  cleaner-burning 
Stage  3  aircraft,  tighter  motor-vehicle  emissions  controls,  and  alternative  fuels  in  GSE. 
However,  these  decreases  wUl  be  partially  offset  by  the  forecasted  increase  in  aircraft 
operations  at  Logan  Airport  over  time.  As  shown  in  Table  6.4-13  and  Figure  6.4-11,  the 
Preferred  Alternative  is  expected  to  generate  a  lower  amoimt  of  total  CO  emissions,  when 
compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative,  at  all  forecasted  enplanement  and  operational 
levels.  This  emissions  reduction  is  largely  attributable  to  improved  airfield  operating 
efficiencies  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative. 


Table  6.4-13 

CO  Emissions  Inventory  -  All  Sources 


Alternative 

37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  Scenario 

kg/day 

tons/year 

Preferred  Alternative  -  All  Actions 

12,322 

4,958 

No  Action  Alternative 

13,253 

5,332 

Includes  aircraft  sources,  GSE,  on-site  motor  vehicles,  and  other  miscellaneous  sources. 

(See  Appendix  M  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  Appendix  F  of  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  individual 

sources.) 
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Figure  6.4-11 

CO  Emissions  Inventory  -  All  Sources 
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Aircraft  are  projected  to  continue  to  represent  the  primary  source  of  NOx  emissions  at  Logan, 
generating  approximately  78  percent  of  the  total  under  either  the  Preferred  Altemahve  or  the 
No  Action  Alternative.  GSE,  the  central  heating /cooling  plant  and  motor  vehicles  represent 
roughly  11,  8,  and  3  percent  of  the  total,  respectively.  NOx  emissions  from  aU  sources  other 
than  motor  vehicles  are  expected  to  increase  in  future  years. 

As  shown  in  Table  6.4-14  and  Figure  6.4-12,  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  predicted  to  emit  a 
smaller  amount  of  NOx  than  the  No  Action  Alternative.  The  improvements  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative  would  help  offset  the  rate  of  NOx  increase  associated  with  Stage  3  aircraft  and  the 
growth  in  aircraft  operations  by  improving  airfield  efficiency  and  shortening  delay  periods. 


Table  6.4-14 

NOx  Emissions  Inventory  -  All  Sources  (^) 


Alternative 


37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  Scenario 


Preferred  Alternative  -  All  Actions 
No  Action  Alternative 


kg/day 


tons/year 


6,531 
6,703 


2,628 
2,697 


Includes  aircraft  sources,  GSE,  on-site  motor  vehicles,  and  ottier  miscellaneous  sources. 

(See  Appendix  M  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  Appendix  F  of  this  Supplemental  DEIR/FEIR  for  individual  sources.) 
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Figure  6.4-12 

NOx  Emissions  Inventory  -  All  Sources 
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Total  VOC  Emissions 

As  with  previous  analyses  in  support  of  the  E>raft  EIS /Final  EIR,  VOCs  are  considered  an  03 
indicator  in  this  analysis.  The  three  primary  sources  of  total  VOCs  at  Logan  Airport  are 
projected  to  be  fuel  storage  and  handling,  GSE,  and  aircraft. 

As  shown  in  Table  6.4-15  and  Figure  6.4-13,  total  VOC  emissions  are  predicted  to  decrease 
over  time,  primarily  as  a  result  of  the  lower- VOC  profiles  associated  with  the  High  RJ  Fleet. 
The  Preferred  Alternative  is  expected  to  generate  a  lower  amount  of  VOCs  than  the 
No  Action  Alternative.  This  outcome  is  largely  attributable  to  improved  airfield  efficiency 
and  shorter  delay  periods  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative. 


Table  6.4-15 

Total  VOC  Emissions  Inventory  -  All  Sources  (i) 


Alternative  37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  Scenario 

kg/day  tons/year 

Preferred  Alternative  -  All  Actions  2,019  812 

No  Action  Alternative  2,147  864 

Includes  aircraft  sources,  GSE,  on-site  motor  vehicles,  and  other  miscellaneous  sources. 

(See  Appendix  M  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  Appendix  F  of  this  Supplemental  DEIR/FEIR  for  individual  sources.) 
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Figure  6.4-13 

Total  VOC  Emissions  Inventory  -  All  Sources 
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Odor-causing  Emissions 

The  portion  of  VOC  emissions  associated  with  aircraft  low  power  operations  are  considered 
to  be  indicative  of  odors,  and  this  emissions  category  follows  the  same  patterns  as  those 
described  above  for  total  emissions  of  VOCs.  In  other  words,  odor-related  VOCs  are  expected 
to  decrease  over  time  and  be  lower  with  the  Preferred  Altemahve  than  with  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  as  shown  in  Table  6.4-16  and  Figure  6.4-14. 

This  predicted  reduction  in  odor-causing  VOCs  is  attributable  to  the  aircraft  fleet  and  to 
improved  airfield  operating  conditions  and  reduced  aircraft  delay  periods  associated  with 
the  individual  Alternatives. 

Table  6.4-16 

Odor-causing  VOC  Emissions  Inventory  -  All  Sources^ 


Alternative 


37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  Scenario 


Preferred  Alternative  -  All  Actions 
No  Action  Alternative 


kg/day 


475 
602 


tons/year 


191 
242 


Includes  aircraft  sources,  GSE,  on-site  motor  vehicles,  and  other  miscellaneous  sources. 
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Figure  6.4-14 

Odor-causing  Emissions  Inventory  -  All  Sources 
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PMio  Emissions 


This  analysis  is  based  on  the  LDMS,  which  uses  the  few  available  data  for  PM,„  emitted 
from  aircraft.  Aircraft  are  projected  to  remain  the  predominant  source  of  particulate 
emissions,  with  GSE,  miscellaneous  sources,  and  motor  vehicles  accounting  for  roughly 
5  percent  each. 

As  shown  in  Table  6.4-17  and  Figure  6.4-15,  emissions  of  particulate  matter  are  expected  to 
decrease  in  future  years,  a  result  of  decreiises  from  aU  sources  other  than  miscellaneous 
sources.  In  addition,  the  amounts  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  are  lower  than 
those  associated  with  the  No  Action  Alternative. 


Table  6.4-17 

PM10  Emissions  Inventory  -  All  Sources  ^<^' 


Alternative 


37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  Scenario 


Preferred  Alternative 
No  Action  Alternative 


kg/day 
214 
239 


tons/year 
86 
96 


(1 )  Includes  aircraft  sources,  GSE,  on-site  motor  vehicles,  and  other  miscellaneous  sources.  (See  Appendix  M  of 
the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  Appendix  F  in  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  individual  sources.) 

(2)  Assumes  all  PM  emissions  are  PM10. 
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PM10  Emissions  Inventory  -  All  Sources  (ton/year) 
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6.4.4.2      Dispersion  Modeling  Results 

As  with  previous  analyses,  ambient  levels  of  air  pollutants  were  predicted  at  12  receptors 
using  the  LDMS  to  asses  the  impacts  of  the  project  alternatives  in  each  neighborhood  and  to 
compare  the  results  air  quality  standards  and  guidelines.  These  receptors  are  shown  in 
Figure  5.4-1. 

The  dispersion  modeling  results  are  discussed  below,  with  the  highest  levels  of  CO, 
NOx,  and  PM,„  predicted  at  any  one  receptor.  The  assumption  is  that  pollutant  levels  at 
the  11  other  receptors  will  be  lower  than  this  highest  reported  value.  The  reported 
ozone  and  odor  indicator  levels,  which  are  regional  in  nature,  are  given  as  spatially 
averaged  values. 

As  shown  in  Table  6.4-18,  the  highest  predicted  levels  of  CO,  NO,,  and  PM,^  are  expected  to 
be  well  within  their  respective  air  quality  standards  and  guidelines.  Between  the  Preferred 
Alternative  and  the  No  Action  Alternative,  the  lowest  pollutant  concentrations  generally 
occur  under  the  Preferred  Alternative.      Because  of  the  relative  similarity  of  these  results 
overall,  there  should  be  no  discemable  differences  in  ambient  air  quality  conditions  at  any 
of  the  receptors  under  either  Alternative. 


10  The  maximum  concentrations  of  PM10  are  less  than  1  jig/mS  lower  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  than  under  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

1 1  The  1-hour  N02  level  is  the  only  exception  to  this  statement  in  that  the  highest  level  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  slightly  higher  than  the  highest 
level  under  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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Table  6.4-18 

37.5M  High  RJ  Fleet  Scenario  Dispersion  Model  Results  Summary 

Community  Air  Concentration 


Air  Quality 
Standard 


Pollutant/Parameter 

(Mg/m3) 

(Mg/m3) 

Preferred  Alternative   No  Action  Alternative 

CO,  1-hour,  highest  2""  high 

6,104 

6,125 

40,000 

CO,  8-hour,  highest  2nd  high 

2,884 

2,928 

10,000 

NO2, 1-hour,  highest  2nd  high 

290 

279 

320 

NO2,  annual,  highest 

55 

56 

100 

PM10, 24-hour,  highest  2nd  high 

48 

48 

150 

PMio,  annual,  highest 

24 

24 

50 

Ozone  indicator.  Total  VOC,  24-hour, 

16 

17 

N/A 

spatially  averaged  highs 

Odor  indicator,  Aircraft  idle  Mode  VOC, 

108 

111 

N/A 

1-hour,  spatially  averaged  highs 

N/A      Not  applicable  as  it  is  used  as  an  indicator  of  potential  ozone  or  odor  formation  and  is  not  comparable  to  any  standard. 

The  emissions  inventory  and  dispersion  modeling  for  the  37.5M  High  RJ  Reet  show 
that  there  are  no  predicted  violations  of  any  state  and  federal  standards  or  guidelines 
under  any  future  scenarios  or  Alternatives,  and  that  the  overall  impacts  associated  with 
the  Preferred  Alternative  are  either  beneficial  or  imperceptible,  when  compared  to  the 
No  Action  Alternative. 


6.5     Biotic  Communities 

Biotic  community  impacts  include  impacts  to  terrestrial  vegetation,  wetlands,  wildlife, 
and  rare  species. 

6.5.1        Terrestrial  Vegetation 

Construction  of  the  runway  and  taxiway  improvement  components  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  wiU  require  the  conversion  of  areas  of  existing  upland  vegetation  to  paved 
surfaces.  As  described  in  Section  5.5.1,  these  vegetated  areas  generally  consist  of  mowed 
grasses.  In  addition,  both  reconfiguration  of  the  Southwest  Comer  Taxiway  System  and 
construction  of  Runway  14/32  would  convert  areas  of  existing  pavement  to  vegetation.  As 
shown  in  Table  6.5-1  below,  construction  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  results  in  the  net 
conversion  of  37.6  acres  of  vegetation  to  paved  area. 

Conversion  of  the  vegetated  infield  areas  wiU  reduce  the  pervious  surface  area  of  the  airfield  and 
reduce  available  habitat  for  resident  and  transient  species.  For  most  of  the  species  occurring  on 
the  airfield,  the  loss  of  available  habitat  wUl  not  constitute  a  significant  adverse  impact. 
However,  portions  of  the  airfield  to  be  converted  from  grassed  upland  to  paved  surface  are  used 
by  the  upland  sandpiper  {Bartmnm  longicauih)  for  breeding  and  nesting.  Impacts  to  this 
state-listed  endangered  species  are  described  in  Section  6.5.5. 
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Table  6.5-1 

Summary  of  Airfield  Vegetation  Impacts 


Improvement  Concept 

Conversion  of 
Vegetation  to 
Paved  Area 

Conversion  of 
Paved  Area  to 
Vegetation 

Net  Change  of 
Vegetation 

Runway  14/32 

16.1  acres 

13.4  acres 

-2.7  acres 

Centerfield  Taxiway: 

■  North  Section 

16.8  acres 

-30.1  acres 

■  South  Section 

13.3  acres 

Extend  Taxiway  Delta 

7.5  acres 

-  7.5  acres 

Taxiway  November  Realignment 

5.3  acres 

6.9  acres 

+1.6  acres 

Southwest  Corner  Taxiway  System  Reconfiguration 

5.0  acres 

6.1  acres 

+  1.1  acres 

Total  Change  of  Vegetation 

-37.6  acres 

Source:    HNTB,  1999 


6.5.2  Wetlands 

As  described  in  Section  5.5,  the  perimeter  of  the  airfield  is  located  within  the  100-foot 
buffer  zone  of  a  coastal  bank  as  regulated  under  the  Massachusetts  Wetlands  Protection 
Act  and  associated  regulations  (310  CMR  10.00  et.  seq.).  Portions  of  the  buffer  zone  wUl 
be  re-graded  and  vegetated  for  use  as  a  runway  safety  area  or  object  free  areas  for  the 
unidirectional  Runway  14/32  (all  layout  options).  The  overall  Linear  distance  of  the 
buffer,  adjacent  to  which  the  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  will  be  constructed,  is 
approximately  7,200  feet.  The  Runway  itself  wUl  be  5,000  linear  feet  long,  with  a 
1,000-foot  runway  safety  area  at  each  end.  Construction  work,  however,  will  not  occur 
within  the  full  area  of  the  buffer  zone  over  this  entire  length.  These  activities  wiU  be 
largely  confined  to  areas  landward  of  the  existing  perimeter  road,  which  is  generally 
located  in  the  middle  of  the  100-foot  buffer  zone.  Once  re-graded,  the  disturbed  areas 
wiU  be  stabilized  with  grasses  common  to  the  airfield.  Portions  of  the  buffer  zone  that  are 
presently  paved  wiU  be  converted  to  grass.  Construction  of  the  nmway  and  associated 
drainage  system  modifications  are  the  only  element  of  the  improvements  that  may  be 
subject  to  review  under  the  MA  Wetlands  Protection  Act. 

Work  within  the  buffer  zone  required  to  constiuct  the  runway  wiU  not  alter  the  coastal 
bank  or  its  function  in  terms  of  either  storm  damage  prevention  or  flood  control. 

6.5.3  Coastal  Zone 

Logan  Airport  is  surrounded  on  three  sides  by  Boston  Harbor.  This  location  is  within  an 
area  designated  by  the  Commonwealth  as  the  Coastal  Zone. 
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6.5.3.1  Coastal  Zone  Management  Program 

The  Preferred  Alternative  will  have  no  direct  or  indirect  impact  on  resource  areas,  public 
access,  water-dependent  businesses,  recreation,  or  other  maritime  interests  in  the  coastal 
zone.  The  Preferred  Alternative  is  consistent  with  the  27  policies  (regulatory  and 
non-regTjlatory)  of  Massachusetts  Coastal  Zone  Management  (CZM)  program,  as 
documented  in  the  following  sections. 

6.5.3.2  Consistency  with  Coastal  Zone  Management  Policies 

In  accordance  with  state  and  federal  regulations,  construction  projects  within  the  Coastal 
Zone  must  be  consistent  with  the  policies  and  principles  established  for  these  areas  by 
the  Massachusetts  Office  of  Coastal  Zone  Management  (MCZM). 

Accordingly,  a  review  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  within  the  context  of  the  Massachusetts 
Coastal  Zone  Management  Program  Federal  Consistency  Review  Procedures 
(301  CMR  21.00)  was  conducted  for  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  A  summary  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative's  consistency  with  each  of  the  four  MCZM  policies  and  principles 
that  are  relevant  to  this  project  is  provided  below.  It  is  anticipated  that  a  description  of  the 
project's  consistency  will  be  submitted  to  MCZM  for  Coastal  Zone  Consistency 
Determination  and  review  during  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  review  period. 

Water  Quality  Policy  1 

Ensure  that  point-source  discharges  in  or  affecting  the  coastal  zone  are  consistent  with 
federally  approved  state  effluent  limitations  and  water  quality  standards. 

Consistency:  Airfield  stormwater  is  presently  directed  by  overland  flow  to  the  existing 
airfield  drainage  system  for  discharge  via  a  series  of  outfalls  to  Boston  Harbor.  Airfield 
discharges  to  the  Harbor  currently  meet  Class  SB  water  quality  standards.  The  existing 
drainage  system  will  be  extended  to  receive  runoff  from  new  impervious  areas  associated 
with  taxiway  and  runway  construction.  No  new  outfalls  are  anticipated,  nor  is  any 
change  in  the  characteristics  of  the  runoff  expected.  Accordingly,  the  Preferred 
Alternative  will  be  consistent  with  federaUy  approved  state  effluent  limitations  and 
water  quality  standards.  Drainage  from  portions  of  the  airfield  totaling  approximately  55 
acres  will  be  redirected  from  the  West  Outfall  to  existing  outfalls  along  Boston  Harbor.  A 
low-flow  stormwater  quality  treatment  device  may  be  installed,  if  feasible,  to  handle 
drainage  from  paved  sections  of  this  55-acre  airfield  area. 

Habitat  Policy  1 

Protect  coastal  resource  areas  including  salt  marshes,  shellfish  beds,  dunes,  beaches, 
barrier  beaches,  sedi  ponds,  eelgrass  beds,  and  fresh  water  wetlands  for  their  important 
role  as  natural  habitats. 

Consistency;  The  Preferred  Alternative  will  not  directly  affect  any  coastal  resource  areas. 
Shellfish  beds  and  salt  marsh  found  around  the  airfield  perimeter  will  be  unaffected. 
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Although  the  pollutant  loading  may  increase  slightly  due  to  the  increase  in  impervious 
surfaces  and  runoff,  the  quality  of  runoff  from  the  airfield  is  expected  to  remain  the  same. 
There  is  no  indication  that  airfield  runoff  has  any  adverse  impact  on  these  resource  areas. 
This  is  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  shellfishing  areas  around  Logan  Airport's  perimeter 
have  been  reopened  for  commercial  harvesting  over  the  past  decade. 

Public  Access  Policy  1 

Ensure  that  de\'elopments  proposed  near  existing  public  recreation  sites  minimize  their 
adverse  effects. 

Consistency;  There  are  several  public  recreation  areas  close  to  the  airport  including 
Constitution  Beach  in  East  Boston  and  several  of  the  Boston  Harbor  Islands.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  will  not  change  the  use  of  the  airport  and  no  new  impacts  to  public 
recreation  sites  are  expected  as  a  result  of  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Growth  Management  Principle  2 

Ensure  that  state  and  federally  funded  transportation  and  wastewater  projects  primarily 
ser\^e  existing  developed  areas,  assigning  highest  priority  to  projects  that  meet  the  needs 
of  urban  and  community  development  centers. 

Consistency:  The  Preferred  Alternative  may  be  funded  through  a  combination  of  federal 
and  state  money.  Logan  Airport  is  an  existing  developed  area  and  improvement  of  the 
facility  will  meet  the  needs  of  urban  and  community  development  centers. 

6.5.3.3      Coastal  Barriers 

The  Airside  Project  must  show  compliance  with  the  Coastal  Barriers  Resources  Act  of 
1982,  which  generally  prohibits  development  on  undeveloped  coastal  barriers  along  the 
Atlantic  and  Gulf  Coasts,  as  identified  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS). 
The  project  site  is  not  within  the  boundaries  of  a  Federally  defined  coastal  barrier. 
Therefore,  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  have  no  impact  on  coastal  barriers  as  defined  by 
the  Coastal  Barriers  Resources  Act  of  1982. 

6.5.4        Wildlife  Habitat 

As  described  above,  the  grasses  and  other  herbaceous  species  occurring  in  the  infield 
areas  serve  as  habitat  for  a  variety  of  birds  and  mammals.  Conversion  of  these  areas  to 
paved  surface  will  reduce  available  habitat  areas.  Upon  the  completion  of  construction 
and  re-vegetation  of  disturbed  areas  under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  approximately 
440  acres  of  vegetation  will  remain  on  the  airfield.  Consequently,  proposed  airside 
construction  activities  are  not  anticipated  to  result  in  modifications  to  the  wildUfe  species 
composition  of  the  Logan  Airport  airfield.  Several  of  the  infield  areas  currently  serve  as 
habitat  for  the  upland  sandpiper  {Bartraniia  longicauda).  Impacts  to  this  state-listed 
endangered  species  are  presented  in  Section  6.5.5,  below. 
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6.5.5 


Endangered  and  Threatened  Species  of  Flora  and  Fauna 


No  Federal-listed  endangered  or  threatened  species  are  known  to  occur  on  the  Logan 
Airport  airfield.  Accordingly,  no  impacts  to  federal-listed  endangered  or  threatened 
species  are  anticipated  with  construction  of  the  Preferred  Alternative. 


The  upland  sandpiper,  a  state-listed  endangered  species,  has  been  observed  on  the  airfield 
in  areas  between  runways  and  taxiways  where  improvements  are  proposed.  Studies 
conducted  in  1996  for  this  project  identified  one  confirmed  and  three  suspected  nesting 
locations  for  the  upland  sandpiper,  all  in  the  infield  areas  between  Runways  4L/22R  and 
4R/22L.  The  confirmed  location  was  positioned  in  the  infield  area  between 
Runways  4L/22R,  4R/22L  and  Taxiways  Charlie  and  Foxtrot.  All  suspected  nesting 
locations  were  identified  to  the  north  of  Runway  33L/15R: 

■  Between  the  Runway  and  Taxiway  Yankee; 

■  Between  Runway  15L/33R  and  Taxiway  Romeo;  and 

■  Between  Taxiway  Romeo  and  Taxiway  N-3. 

Based  on  observations  by  the  Massport  WUdUfe  Control  vmit  in  1999,  it  is  predicted  that 
the  upland  sandpiper  would  continue  to  use  some  of  these  infield  areas  as  nesting  habitat 
during  the  nesting  season. 

Construction  of  Centerfield  Taxiway  will  generally  bisect  three  of  these  areas  (see 
Figure  3.1-1),  avoiding  disturbance  of  the  area  between  Taxiway  Romeo  and  N-3. 
Mitigation  measures  associated  with  these  impacts  are  presented  in  Section  6.5.5.2 

Specifically,  impacts  to  confirmed  and  suspected  upland  sandpiper  habitat,  based  upon 
field  observations  conducted  in  1996,  will  be  a  maximum  of  approximately  37  acres.  This 
represents  the  total  area  of  existing  mowed  grassland  that  wUl  be  converted  to  paved  area 
as  a  result  of  the  construction  of  Centerfield  Taxiway  and  the  Taxiway  Delta  extension. 
Other  areas  of  pavement  will  be  added  in  areas  that  are  not  presently  grassland  and  are  not 
known  to  support  upland  sandpiper  habitat.  No  grassland  areas  that  are  known  to  support 
upland  seindpiper  will  be  affected  by  construction  of  proposed  unidirectional 
Runway  14/32.  In  addition  to  the  direct  loss  of  habitat,  construction  of  the  Centerfield 
Taxiway  also  wUl  reduce  the  size  of  contiguous  grasslands  on  either  side  of  the  Centerfield 
Taxiway.  However,  the  remaining  grassland  areas  will  still  be  available  as  upland 
sandpiper  habitat  once  construction  is  completed  and  the  areas  are  revegetated. 

6.5.5.2      Upland  Sandpiper  Mitigation  Plan 

Constiuction  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  is  proposed  in  mowed  grassland  areas  of  the 
airfield,  which  have  been  documented  to  support  breeding  and  nesting  habitat  for  the 
upland  sandpiper  (Bartramia  longicauda),  a  state-listed  endangered  species.  In  addition, 
extension  of  Taxiway  Delta  also  will  be  constructed  in  a  mowed  grassland  area  of  the 
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airfield.  Although  no  breeding  or  nesting  habitat  areas  have  been  documented  recently  in 
areas  to  be  affected  by  the  Taxi  way  Delta  extension,  studies  in  1990  conducted  for  the 
Central  Artery/Tunnel  project  identified  this  location  as  potential  habitat  at  that  time. 

Collectively,  construction  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  and  the  Taxiway  Delta  extension 
will  result  in  the  conversion  of  approximately  37  acres  of  existing  grassland  to  paved 
surface.  This  conversion  will  eliminate  this  37  acres  as  potential  habitat  for  the  upland 
sandpiper. 

According  to  the  MA  Natural  Heritage  and  Endangered  Species  Program  (NHESP), 
proposed  airside  construction  activities  and  the  resultant  loss  of  endangered  species  habitat 
constitute  a  "taking"  as  defined  under  the  Massachusetts  Endangered  Species  Act  (MGL 
C.131A,  MESA).  In  accordance  with  321  CMR  10.04(3)(b),  prior  to  a  "taking,  "  a  Conservation 
and  Management  Permit  must  be  issued.  Issuance  of  a  Conservation  and  Management 
Permit  is  contingent  upon  demonstrating  that:  (1)  "an  insignificant  portion  of  the  local 
population  wiU  be  impacted  or  no  viable  Alternative  for  the  proposed  project  or  activity 
exists;  "  and  (2)  "a  conservation  plan,  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  Director  [Division 
of  Fisheries  and  WUdUfe],  will  be  carried  out  that  provides  a  long-term  net  benefit  to  the 
conservation  of  the  local  population  of  the  impacted  species."  Coordination  on  the  MESA 
process  is  handled  by  NHESP. 

The  following  sections  describe  the  project's  compliance  with  elements  of  MESA  and 
discuss  mitigation  measures  proposed  with  the  intent  of  providing  a  "long-term  net 
benefit  to  the  conservation  of  the  local  population  of  the  impacted  species."  As  described 
below,  Massport  has  worked  closely  with  NHESP  in  the  development  of  the 
Conservation  and  Management  Plan  component  of  the  mitigation  program. 

Impacts  on  the  Local  Population 

There  wiU  be  no  direct  project  impacts  to  any  upland  sandpipers.  This  wiU  be  ensured 
through  implementation  of  a  two-part  mitigation  program.  The  first  part  of  this  program 
involves  the  enhancement  of  grassland  habitat  elsewhere  on  the  airfield  early  in  the 
construction  season,  prior  to  the  spring  arrival  of  the  upland  sandpiper  population,  to 
encourage  the  occupation  of  these  areas,  rather  than  construction  areas.  In  addition, 
Massport  will  implement  a  rigorous  pre-construction  reconnaissance  of  the  affected  areas 
to  ensure  that  no  upland  sandpipers  remain  in  the  area.  Details  of  these  mitigation 
elements  are  provided  below  as  part  of  the  proposed  Conservation  and  Management  Plan. 

While  the  successful  implementation  of  these  two  elements  of  the  program  wiU  avoid 
direct  impacts  to  individual  birds,  existing  habitat  areas  will  be  disturbed  and 
permanently  lost  as  habitat.  According  to  NHESP,  this  is  considered  to  be  an  impact  on 
the  local  population. 
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Alternatives  for  the  Proposed  Project 

Construction  of  the  taxiway  improvements  are  directed  at:  (1)  alleviating  specific  existing 
airfield  layout  deficiencies  which  result  in  taxiway  congestion  and  delay;  (2)  improving 
overall  airfield  operating  efficiency;  and  (3)  enhancing  safety. 

In  the  context  of  MESA,  Alternatives  are  considered  to  be  project  options  that  would  avoid 
impact  to  the  affected  species.  Because  of  the  existing  arrangement  of  runways  and 
taxiways  at  Logan  Airport  and  FAA  siting  requirements,  opportunities  to  reconfigure  or 
relocate  taxiway  improvements  and  still  meet  the  project  purpose  and  need  do  not  exist. 
For  example,  there  is  no  other  location  on  the  airfield  to  construct  a  north/south  taxiway  to 
serve  Runways  4L/22R  and  4R/22L.  Its  posirion  between  the  runways  is  driven  by  FAA 
design  criteria  based  upon  the  type  of  aircraft  operations  on  the  runways.  Based  on  these 
design  pctrameters,  the  taxiway  must  be  offset  a  minimum  of  400  feet  from  the  centerline  of 
either  of  the  adjacent  parallel  runways.  In  addition,  consideration  was  given  to 
intersections  with  existing  runways  and  avoidance  of  existing  navigational  equipment.  As 
such,  there  is  little  opportunity  to  move  the  position  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  in  any 
manner  that  would  significantly  minimize  impacts  to  upland  sandpiper  habitat. 

Proposed  Conservation  and  Management  Plan 

Insofar  as  impacts  to  upland  sandpiper  habitat  have  been  identified  and  no  viable 
Alternative  for  the  proposed  project  exists,  a  Conservation  and  Management  Plan  has  been 
developed  to  provide  a  long-term  net  benefit  to  the  conservation  of  the  local  population  of 
the  upl£md  sandpiper.  It  is  important  to  understand  that  a  primary  consideration  in 
development  of  the  Plan  is  the  continuation  or  enhancement  of  aviation  safety.  In  this 
manner,  the  Plan  strives  to  encourage  the  use  of  alternate  areas  on  the  airfield  without 
encouraging  new  aviation  hazards.  Based  on  discussions  and  coordination  with  NHESP, 
the  Plan  is  composed  of  three  elements.  These  three  elements  involve: 

■  Alteration  of  existing  airfield  grassland  mowing  procedures  to  encourage  upland 
sandpipers  to  use  non-construction  areas; 

■  Implementation  of  a  pre-construction  and  an  on-going  pre-mowing  upland  sandpiper 
reconnaissance  program;  and 

■  Off-site  mitigation. 

Details  of  each  of  these  plan  elements  follow. 

Alteration  of  Existing  Airfield  Grassland  Mowing  Procedures 

Previous  studies  and  anecdotal  observations  indicate  that  upland  sandpipers  prefer  areas 
of  taller  vegetation  for  nesting,  commonly  locating  their  nests  within  tufts  of  grass 
beneath  the  overhanging  blades  (Buss  and  Hawkins,  1939;  Johnsgard,  1981;  DeCraf  and 
Rudis,  1986).  While  nests  located  in  mowed  fields  have  been  reported,  these  sites  were 
not  regarded  by  any  author  as  preferred  habitat.  Buss  and  Hawkins  (1939)  did  report  a 
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preference  for  loafing  grounds  with  low  tussocks  and  sparse  vegetation  no  taller  than  the 
bird's  back  (approximately  9  inches).  These  reports  are  consistent  with  the  observations 
made  at  Logan  Airport  in  1990  and  1996. 

As  described  above,  in  maintaining  the  airfield,  Massport's  primary  goal  is  aviation 
safety.  With  regard  to  avian  species,  this  translates  to  an  objective  of  discouraging 
flocking  (e.g.,  starlings)  and  certain  larger  birds  (e.g.,  gulls),  which  are  a  documented 
aviation  hazard.  The  current  infield  management  practice  at  Logan  Airport  consists  of 
periodic  mowing  of  all  grassed  areas  in  a  rotation,  such  that  continuous  mowing  is 
sufficient  to  maintain  safe  conditions  throughout  the  growing  season. 

Safe  conditions  comprise  vegetation  heights  and  densities  low  enough  to  retard  insect 
and  rodent  populations,  and  discourage  feeding  by  bird  species  that  present  a  threat  to 
aviation  safety.  Since  1991,  the  FAA  has  recorded  four  documented  upland  sandpiper 
aircraft  strikes.  One  of  these  events  (Philadelphia,  11/30/92)  was  reported  to  have 
disrupted  operation  of  one  aircraft  engine.  More  recently,  an  upland  sandpiper  aircraft 
strike  involving  a  Delta  737  was  documented  at  Logan  Airport  on  August  13,  1997. 

Over  the  past  3  to  4  years,  the  mowing  rotation  has  begun  with  the  cutting  of  perimeter 
areas,  followed  by  mowing  of  the  infield  areas,  with  the  area  between  Runways  4L/22R 
and  4R/22L  mowed  last.  This  sequence  is  followed  specifically  to  avoid  or  minimize 
impacts  to  the  upland  sandpiper.  When  the  areas  between  Runways  4L/22R  and  4R/22L 
are  mowed,  maintenance  personnel  mark  nest  sites  as  they  become  aware  of  them  and 
postpone  mowing  in  their  immediate  vicinity  until  the  end  of  the  nesting  season.  In  1996, 
one  confirmed  and  two  suspected  nesting  areas  were  identified  in  this  area.  No  other 
nesting  areas  on  the  airfield  were  found. 

Following  this  mowing  sequence,  suitable  nesting  conditions  remained  between 
Rimways  4L/22R  and  4R/22L  throughout  much  of  the  upland  sandpipers'  nesting  period. 
Other  areas  of  the  airfield  that  were  mowed  earlier  appear  to  have  been  not  favored  by  the 
upland  sandpiper. 

Based  on  these  findings  and  an  understanding  of  the  species'  habits,  it  appears  that  the 
height  of  grasses  at  the  initiation  of  nesting,  rather  than  any  specific  location,  is  more 
critical  for  the  selection  of  nest  sites  by  the  upland  sandpiper.  This  suggests  that  with  an 
alteration  of  the  mowing  sequence,  other  grassland  areas  of  the  airfield  outside  of  high 
activity  areas  could  serve  as  preferred  nesting  and  breeding  habitat. 

Proposed  Grassland  Management  Procedures 

Both  short-term  and  long-term  mitigation  measures  are  proposed  relative  to  use  of  the 
airfield  by  upland  sandpiper.  Short-term  measures  will  be  implemented  during 
construction  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  and  Taxiway  Delta,  while  long-term  measures 
will  be  integrated  into  Massport's  continuing  airfield  maintenance  program. 
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To  encourage  the  use  of  alternate  nesting  areas  for  the  upland  sandpiper  during  periods 
of  construction,  the  following  management  measures  are  proposed.  Beginning  in  the 
spring  prior  to  the  start  of  construction  (scheduled  for  2002),  the  mowing  schedule  will 
be  adjusted  such  that  mowing  begins  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  Centerfield  Taxiway, 
while  designated  alternate  infield  areas  (between  Taxiways  Charlie  and  Foxtrot,  and 
Charlie  and  Runway  End  33L)  remain  unmowed  until  the  end  of  the  mowing  rotation. 
Except  as  noted  below,  the  area  between  Runway  End  27  and  Runway  End  33L  will  not 
be  placed  in  the  mowing  rotation  until  after  the  fledging  of  upland  sandpiper  chicks.  This 
area  has  previously,  but  does  not  presently,  support  upland  sandpiper  nesting.  In  this 
area,  prior  to  fledging,  mowing  will  be  limited  to  a  perimeter  strip  directly  adjacent  to  the 
runways  and  taxiways.  These  alternative  nesting  areas  will  provide  greater  protection  to 
birds  by  reducing  the  likelihood  of  mortality,  and  may  enhance  reproduchve  success  by 
providing  a  greater  separation  between  nesting  areas  and  active  runways. 

Post-construchon,  infield  areas  adjacent  to  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  will  once  again  be 
shifted  to  the  end  of  the  mowing  rotation,  consistent  with  existing  practices.  As  always, 
however,  the  mowing  sequence  will  depend  upon  wind  and  weather  conditions,  which 
dictate  active  runway  usage.  Two  of  the  alternate  infield  areas  will  be  mowed  following 
mowing  operahons  adjacent  to  Centerfield  Taxiway.  As  part  of  the  long-term  management 
program,  the  infield  area  between  Runway  Ends  27  and  33L  wiU  only  be  mowed  following 
upland  sandpiper  fledging.  As  is  the  current  procedure,  Massport  preserves  the  right  to 
iunend  the  mowing  protocol  to  meet  operational  requirements  or  if  the  proposed  mowing 
schedule  is  found  to  compromise  aviation  safety.  The  NHESP  would  be  notified  prior  to 
implementation  of  any  long-term  modifications  of  the  mowing  program. 

Construction  Period  and  Ongoing  Grassland  Reconnaissance 

Prior  to  and  during  construction,  a  systematic  reconnaissance  will  be  conducted  by 
Massport  in  all  infield  areas  to  be  mowed  throughout  the  nesting  season  to  identify  the 
locations  of  active  nests.  This  search  will  focus  on  infield  areas  for  which  there  is  a 
historic  record  of  upland  sandpiper  nesting.  If  active  nests  are  encountered  within  other 
areas,  these  locations  will  be  added  to  the  areas  to  be  checked.  Once  identified,  nest  areas 
will  be  marked  in  the  field,  and  mowing  in  the  vicinity  postponed  until  after  the  fledging 
period.  Through  this  process  of  active  reconnaissance  prior  to  mowing,  there  will  be  an 
additional  level  of  protection  for  the  local  population  over  that  which  exists  presently. 
Annually  thereafter,  bird  reconnaissance  wUl  be  conducted  prior  to  mowing  to  provide  a 
continued  level  of  protection  to  breeding  and  nesting  upland  sandpipers. 

Offsite  l\/litigation 

While  relocation  of  the  existing  population  of  upland  sandpiper  to  other  areas  of  the  airfield 
is  viable,  enhancement  of  bird  habitat  at  Logan  Airport  is  not  feasible  due  to  the  significant 
potential  of  increased  aviation  safety  hazards  and  hazards  to  the  birds.  Such  relocation  does 
not  constitute  a  "net  benefit  to  the  local  population",  and  accordingly  the  NHESP  directed 
Massport  to  consider  off-site  mitigation  to  supplement  the  on-site  mitigation.  NHESP  has 
identified  Eastern  Massachusetts  as  the  range  of  the  upland  sandpiper  local  population. 
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Massport  has  worked  closely  with  the  NHESP  on  a  program  to  provide  a  net  benefit  to  the 
local  population  of  upland  sandpiper.  This  program  would  fund  the  restoration  of  a  parcel 
of  previously  high  quality  grassland  habitat  at  Camp  Edwards  on  the  Massachusetts 
Militar}'  Reservation  on  Cape  Cod.  This  area  is  on  a  portion  of  Camp  Edwards  known  as 
the  cantonment  area. 

The  cantonment  area,  a  former  military  parade  ground,  supported  a  substantial  population 
of  upland  sandpiper  as  recently  as  the  mid-1990's.  Since  that  time,  there  has  been  a  gradual 
succession  of  this  site  from  grassland  to  that  of  scrub  vegetation  such  as  bayberry  and 
larger  woody  vegetation,  predominantly  pitch  pine  and  eastern  red  cedar.  As  a  result,  a 
substantial  portion  of  the  area  has  evolved  into  unsuitable  upland  sandpiper  habitat,  and 
that  population  had  declined  to  only  a  few  nesting  pairs  in  1999.  Restoration  of  this  area  to 
grassland  is  fully  consistent  with  the  Massachusetts  National  Guard's  (MNG)  August  1999 
Draft  Master  Plan/Arca-ioidc  Environmmtal  Impact  Report. 

To  restore  this  area  to  grassland,  in  particular  Little  Blue  Stem  grass  {Schizachyrium 
scopariuni),  Massport  would  fund  a  program  to  remove  all  existing  shrub  and  woody 
vegetation  down  to  a  height  that  can  be  maintcuned  by  MNG  using  their  existing  mowing 
equipment.  Wood  chips  and  accumulated  debris  from  the  vegetation  clearing  operation 
wiU  be  removed  to  an  offsite  location.  Clearing  would  be  scheduled  between  September  1"" 
and  April  30*  to  avoid  impacts  to  breeding  birds. 

To  ensure  the  success  of  this  program,  Massport  would  make  a  one-time  payment  to  fund 
any  necessary  vegetation  removal  by  MNG  during  the  season  following  the  initial  removal 
to  maintain  the  site  as  Upland  Sandpiper  habitat.  If  necessary,  selected  areas  that  had  a 
dense  overstory  and  limited  groundcover  would  be  reseeded  using  native  seed  stock.  A 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  between  Massport  and  MNG  to  ensure 
implementation  of  the  program  is  anticipated. 

It  is  also  anticipated  that  the  MNG  wiU  commit  to  a  grassland  mfinagement  plan  previously 
developed  for  the  cantonment  area  by  NHESP  {Rare  Grassland  Birds  and  Mamgement 
Recommendations  for  Camp  Edwards/Otis  Air  National  Guard,  NHESP,  1995)  once  Massport 
has  funded  restoration  of  the  area. 

In  general,  the  NHESP  grassland  management  plan  presents  the  following 
recommendations  to  maintain  or  enhance  habitat  for  rare  grassland  birds  in  the 
cantonment  area  at  Camp  Edwards: 

■  Restrict  mowing  between  May  and  July  to  protect  nesting  and  breeding  birds 

■  Periodically  mow  areas  to  provide  a  diversity  of  grass  height  (3-12")  and  prevent 
encroachment  of  woody  vegetation 

■  Restrict  use  of  the  area  during  the  breeding  season 

In  the  event  that  such  a  restorations  program  at  Camp  Edwards  is  not  possible,  an 
appropriate  alternative  program,  agreeable  to  the  NHESP,  will  be  developed  and 
implemented. 
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6.6    Water  Resources 

The  anticipated  construction  and  operation  impacts  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  with  regard 
to  water  resources  are  described  in  the  following  sections.  Construction  of  the  airside  taxiway 
and /or  runway  improvements  comprising  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  change  the  total 
area  of  impervious  surface  on  the  airfield.  Although  there  will  be  a  net  increase  airfield-wide 
in  impervious  surface  with  all  build  Alternatives,  there  will  be  a  net  gain  in  pervious/ grassed 
areas  in  several  of  the  airfield  subdrainage  areas  due  to  the  removal  of  pavement  in  some 
areas.  The  addition  of  impervious  area  will  result  in  a  slight  increase  in  the  peak  volume  of 
runoff  to  Boston  Harbor.  Through  the  use  of  grassed  swales  and  infiltration  and  low-flow 
stormwater  quality  treatment  devices,  increases  in  peak  discharges  wiU  be  minimized.  Since 
fueling  and  maintenance  do  not  occur  on  areas  of  the  airfield  where  construction  is  proposed, 
a  change  in  the  quality  of  the  runoff  is  not  anticipated. 

6.6.1        Volumetric  impacts  to  Water  Resources 

Construction  of  the  runway  and  taxiway  improvements  under  the  Preferred  Alternative 
wUl  result  in  an  increase  of  impervious  surfaces,  totaling  approximately  37  acres  or 
approximately  3.8  percent.  The  anticipated  quantitative  changes  in  runoff  for  the  Preferred 
Alternative  are  summarized  in  Table  6.6-1. 

Due  to  the  dampening  effect  the  incoming  tide  produces  on  the  flow  of  stormwater 
through  the  airfield  drainage  system,  the  additional  impervious  surfaces  will  result  in 
approximately  a  3.8  percent  increase  in  the  peak  rate  of  runoff.  Water  which  is  not 
evapo-transpired  from  presently  vegetated  areas  will  infiltrate  the  ground,  and 
eventually  dischcu-ge  to  Boston  Harbor.  There  will  be  little  to  no  measurable  net  change 
in  airfield  hydrology. 


Table  6.6-1 

Changes  in  Runoff  Volume  for  the  Preferred  Alternative 

Area  of  Pavement  Runoff 

Construction  Element  (acres)  (cubic  feet) 

Existing  Airfield  •                     990  150,072,912 

Unidirectional  Runway  +2.7  409,290 
Centerfield  Taxiway: 

North  of  15R/33L  +16.8  2,551,240 

South  of  15R/33L  +13.3  2,022,195 

Taxiway  November  Realignment  -1.6  -250,122 

Taxiway  Delta  Extension  +7.5  1,138,432 

Southwest  Corner  Optimization  -1.1  -1 69,779 

Net  Change  +37.6  +5,701,255 

Percentage  Change  +3.8%  +3.8% 

Source:    HNTB,  1999. 
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LEGEND  

•  Major  Outfall 


Figure  6.6-1 

Proposed  Drainage  Areas 
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The  new  runoff  will  be  conveyed  through  existing  and  new  sections  of  drainage  pipe  to 
the  existing  drainage  system  outfalls.  No  new  outfalls  will  be  required  to  support  the 
Preferred  Alternative  improvements.  However,  several  areas  of  airfield  drainage  will  be 
redistributed  to  other  existing  outfalls.  A  conceptual  layout  of  the  reconfigured 
stormwater  drainage  areas  is  provided  in  Figure  6.6-1. 


The  potential  exists  for  temporary  increases  of  suspended  solids  due  to  unavoidable 
siltation  while  presently  paved  and /or  vegetated  soils  are  removed  and  replaced  by  new 
vegetation  and  pavement.  Extensive  siltation  controls  will  be  installed  and  maintained 
during  all  portions  of  construction  to  minimize  adverse  water  quality  impacts. 
Construction  will  be  phased  to  minimize  the  areal  extent  of  bare  soil  at  any  one  time. 
Construction  phasing  and  mitigation  measures  are  described  in  Section  6.9. 


Changes  to  water  quality  during  airport  operation  once  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  in 
place  will  be  minimal.  Any  incremental  changes  in  impact  would  result  from  runoff  from 
new  taxiway  and  runway  pavement  and  the  normal  airfield  activities  associated  with 
aircraft  departures  and  arrivals,  as  well  as  wintertime  deicing. 

As  illustrated  in  Figure  6.6-1,  there  will  be  some  reconfiguration  of  the  airfield  drainage 
patterns.  The  reconfiguration  will  redirect  some  drainage  in  the  southwest  corner  of  the 
airfield  away  from  the  West  Outfall  into  existing  airfield  perimeter  outfalls  A-41,  A-42 
and  A-43.  Presently,  the  West  Outfall  handles  stormwater  flows  from  the  terminal,  apron 
and  fueling  areas  of  the  airport  in  addition  to  portions  of  the  airfield.  The  West  Outfall  is 
equipped  with  an  oil /water  separator  for  tieatment  of  the  flows  from  the  terminal,  apron 
and  fueling  areas. 

Stormwater  to  be  redirected  away  from  the  West  Outfall  Runoff  to  the  perimeter  outfalls 
consists  of  flows  from  the  airfield,  including  runways,  taxiways  and  grassed  infield  areas. 
These  portions  of  the  airfield  do  not  generate  significant  concentrations  of  contaminants. 
However,  rather  than  discharging  stormwater  from  these  watersheds  directly  to  the 
Harbor,  Massport  will  install  a  low-flow  water  quality  treatment  structure  to  collect  runoff 
from  the  first  stormwater  flush  of  these  paved  areas.  The  treatment  device  wiU  be  an 
off-line  structure  that  would  tieat  the  first  flush  while  allowing  larger  storms  to  by-pass  the 
structure.  The  pollution  prevention  device  would  remove  any  sediment  and  floatables 
from  the  first  flush  and  store  them  for  subsequent  removal  and  disposal. 

Because  the  drainage  system  for  the  West  Outfall  includes  the  majority  of  the  terminal  area 
plus  some  taxiways  and  runways,  this  redirection  of  nmoff  wiU  reduce  the  hydraulic  load 
on  the  existing  pollution  contiol  facility  for  the  West  Outfall.  This  will  enhance  its 
performance  by  reducing  the  volume  of  diluting  taxiway  and  runway  runoff  that  are  minor 
sources  of  pollutants.  AU  stormwater  from  fueling  and  maintenance  areas  wiU  continue  to 


6.6.2 


Impacts  to  Water  Quality  During  Construction 


6.6.3 


Impacts  to  Water  Quality  During  Airport  Operations 
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pass  through  the  existing  West  Outfall  pollution  control  facility.  As  stated  previously,  no 
fueUng  occurs  in  areas  of  the  airfield  where  construction  is  proposed. 

Therefore,  although  the  pollutant  loading  to  the  harbor  may  be  increased  slightly  as  the 
result  of  deicing  Runway  14/32,  the  general  quality  of  runoff  from  the  airfield  is 
expected  to  be  similar  to  present  runoff,  as  previously  discussed  in  Section  5.6  and  shown 
in  Table  5.5-1  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR.  Operation  of  the  low  flow  stormwater 
quality  treatment  device  is  expected  to  minimize  potential  adverse  water  quality  impacts 
to  the  maximum  extent  practicable.  The  data  indicate  that  the  existing  airfield  runoff 
meets  the  DEP's  Class  SB  water  quality  standards.  Because  aircraft  operations  are 
expected  to  be  more  efficient,  resulting  in  shorter  taxiing  times,  the  contribution  of 
aircraft  pollutants  is  expected  to  be  reduced  as  well. 


Construction  of  the  runway  and /or  the  taxiway  improvement  components  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  require  work  within  the  100- foot  buffer  zone  as  defined  under 
the  Massachusetts  Wetlands  Protection  Act  (see  Section  6.5.2).  Work  within  the  buffer 
zone  or  associated  resource  areas  is  now  subject  to  the  DEP's  Stormwater  Management 
Policy  and  associated  performance  standards.  A  series  of  nine  performance  standards 
have  been  established.  All  new  runway /taxiway  construction  within  areas  subject  to  the 
Stormwater  Management  Policy  will  be  required  to  meet  or  exceed  all  applicable  policies. 
Each  of  the  policies  are  summarized  below,  together  with  a  discussion  of  the  project's 
compliance  with  each  of  the  nine  policies. 


No  new  stormwater  conveyances  (e.g..  Outfalls)  may  discharge  untreated  stormwater 
directly  to  or  to  cause  erosion  in  wetlands  or  waters  of  the  Commonwealth. 

Consistency.  The  Preferred  Alternative  does  not  include  any  new  or  resized  outfalls. 
Runoff  from  new  paved  areas  will  be  handled  through  modifications  to  the  existing 
airfield  drainage  system  that  result  in  better  utilization  of  outfalls  that  are  currently 
under  capacity.  A  low  flow  stormwater  quality  treatment  device  may  be  installed  to  treat 
first-flush  drainage  from  portions  of  the  airfield  drainage  being  redirected  away  from  the 
West  Outi^all. 

Policy  2 

Stormwater  management  systems  must  be  designed  so  that  post-development  peak 
discharge  rates  do  not  exceed  pre-development  peak  discharge  rates. 

Consistency.  Not  applicable.  The  Preferred  Alternative  will  continue  to  discharge  to  tidal 
waters.  As  stated  in  the  DEP's  Explanation  of  Standards,  on  Page  1-5  of  the  Stormwater 
Policy  Handbook,  discharges  to  waters  subject  to  tidal  action  are  not  required  to 
maintain  pre-development  peak  discharge  rates. 


6.6.4 


Consistency  with  DEP  Stormwater  i\/lanagement  Policies 


Policy  1 
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Policy  3 

Loss  of  annual  recharge  to  groundwater  should  be  minimized  through  the  use  of 
infiltration  measures  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable.  The  annual  recharge  from  the 
post-development  site  should  approximate  the  annual  recharge  from  the 
pre-development  or  existing  site  conditions,  based  on  soil  types. 

Consistency.  Because  of  existing  soil  conditions,  the  extent  of  paved  surfaces,  and  the 
shallow  depth  of  tidally  influenced  groundwater,  the  airfield  does  not  serve  as  a 
groundwater  recharge  resource.  The  proposed  construction  and  operation  will  not 
significantly  alter  site  recharge  characteristics. 

Policy  4 

For  new  development,  stormwater  management  systems  must  be  designed  to  remove 
80  percent  of  the  average  annual  load  of  total  suspended  solids  (TSS). 

Consistency.  Existing  airfield  runoff  data  indicate  an  average  suspended  solids 
concentration  of  approximately  11  mg/1,  or  less.  Massport  will  install  a  low  flow 
stormwater  quality  treatment  device  to  handle  first-flush  drainage  from  paved  areas 
where  flow  is  being  directed  away  from  the  West  Outfall.  For  other  sections  of  the 
airfield,  solids  removal  wiU  be  accomplished  as  stormwater  is  directed  across  grassed 
infield  areas  via  overland  flow  to  the  drainage  system. 

Policy  5 

Stormwater  discharges  from  areas  with  higher  potential  pollution  loads  require  the  use 
of  specific  stormwater  Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs).  The  use  of  infiltration 
practices  without  pretreatment  is  prohibited. 

Consistency.  Massport  currently  employs  a  range  of  BMPs  in  the  operation  of  the  airfield. 
Elements  of  these  procedures  include  maintenance  of  stormwater  catchbasins,  inspection 
of  the  stormwater  collection  system,  specified  areas  for  vehicle  maintenance, 
maintenance  of  spill  reporting  log,  among  other  measures.  The  airfield  is  not  considered 
a  generator  of  higher  pollutant  loading. 

Policy  6 

Stormwater  discharges  to  critical  areas  must  utilize  certain  stormwater  management 
BMPs  for  critical  areas. 

Consistency.  All  new  stormwater  drainage  system  components  in  areas  of  new  runway 
and /or  taxiway  construction  will  be  operated  and  maintained  in  accordance  with  Best 
Management  Practices. 
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Policy  7 

Redevelopment  of  previously  developed  sites  must  meet  Stormwater  Management 
Standards  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable. 

Consistency.  Airfield  redevelopment  will  meet  the  Stormwater  Management  Standards  to 
the  maximum  extent  practicable. 

Policy  8 

Erosion  and  sediment  controls  must  be  implemented  to  prevent  impacts  during 
construction  or  land  disturbance  activities. 

Consistency.  A  site-specific  comprehensive  erosion  and  sediment  control  plan  will  be 
developed  for  implementation  until  disturbed  areas  are  stabilized,  to  prevent  impacts 
during  construction.  No  discharge  will  be  made  to  critical  areas. 

Policy  9 

All  stormwater  management  systems  must  have  an  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M) 
plan  to  ensure  that  systems  function  as  designed. 

Consistency.  New  components  of  the  stormwater  drainage  system  will  be  operated  and 
maintained  in  accordance  with  current  airfield  stormwater  management  Best 
Management  Practices  included  in  the  draft  Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention  Plan 
(SWPP)  developed  as  part  of  Logan  Airport's  NPDES  permit  application. 


6.7    Soils/Sediment  Impacts 

This  section  contains  informahon  on  soil-related  activities  associated  with  the  proposed 
construction  of  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Construction  will  not  take  place  in  Boston 
Harbor  and  therefore  impacts  from  the  disturbance  of  marine  sediment  are  not  present. 

Oisposal  of  soils  excavated  for  runway  and  taxiway  construction  will  therefore  be 
regulated  under  the  Massachusetts  Contingency  Plan  (MCP)  (310  CMR  40.0000)  and  will 
be  managed  in  accordance  with  a  project-specific  Soil  Management  Plan.  A  discussion  of 
the  MCP  and  the  Soil  Management  Plan  is  provided  in  the  following  sections. 

6.7.1        Massachusetts  Contingency  Plan  (MCP) 

The  purpose  of  the  MCP  is  to  "provide  for  the  protection  of  health,  safety,  public  welfare, 
and  the  environment"  by  instituting  a  uniform  mechanism  for  identifying  contaminated 
soils  and  groundwater  and  implementing  appropriate  corrective  actions. 
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In  terms  of  soil  excavation,  excess  excavate  from  construction  must  be  managed 
appropriately.  Soils  are  termed  "non-remediation  wastes/'  if  the  constituents  in  the  soil 
do  not  trigger  the  notification  requirements  for  the  site  specific  "site  activities  and  uses." 
If  the  opposite  is  true  and  the  contaminant  constituents  trigger  DEP  notification,  the 
materials  are  termed  "remediation  wastes."  The  MCP  procedures  for  the  management  of 
remediation  wastes  are  at  310  CMR  40.0030. 

The  Soil  Management  Plan  developed  by  Massport  for  construction  projects  at  Logem 
Airport,  which  are  described  below,  is  consistent  with  the  MCP  and  dictates  how  excess 
excavate  will  be  reused,  recycled  or  disposed. 


For  Logan  Airport  construction  projects,  Massport  developed  a  Soil  Management  Plan 
which  dictates  specific  requirements  to  which  contractors  must  adhere  to  in  determining  the 
chemical  characteristics  of  excavation  materials  and  determine  how  the  materials  should  be 
reused,  recycled  and/or  disposed.  Those  same  criteria  wiU  be  applied  in  the  Airside  Project. 

Massport's  Soil  Management  Plan  was  adopted  using  a  conservative  approach  to  protect 
environmentally  sensitive  areas.  The  MCP  (310  CMR  40.0000)  contains  criteria  bv  which  one 
can  determine  appropriate  soil  disposal  conditions  and/ or  locations,  consistent  with  land 
use  receptor  characteristics  as  identified  in  Table  40.933(9)  of  the  MCP.  Massport  has  taken 
the  conditions  allowed  within  the  MCP  and  adopted  a  more  stringent  approach  that  no 
excavation  materials  from  Logan,  no  matter  what  the  characterization  results,  wiU  be 
disposed  at  sensitive  areas  such  as  residential,  recreational  or  wetland  areas. 

The  Massport  Soil  Management  Plan  considers  soil  to  be  either  unregulated  or  regulated  as 
follows: 

■  Unregulated  soils  are  those  soUs  having  chemical  concentrations  equal  to  or  of  lower 
than  the  MCP  Method  1  Risk  Characterization  soil  standards  for  soil  category  S-1  and 
groundwater  category  GW-2/GW-3.  Unregulated  soils  may  be  used  as  backfill  at  Logan 
Airport  or  used  off  site  on  industrial  sites  where  soil  quality  concentrations  are  higher 
than  the  unregulated  soil,  and  which  may  be  capped  with  pavement  or  loamed  and 
seeded.  Unregulated  soils  cannot  be  disposed  of  in  sensitive  areas  such  as  residential, 
recreational  or  wetland  areas. 

■  Regulated  soils  are  those  soils  having  chemical  concentrations  which  are  equal  to  or 
greater  than  the  MCP  Method  1  Risk  Characterization  soil  standards  for  soil  category 
S-1  and  groundwater  category  GW-2/GW-3.  Regulated  soils  may  only  be  beneficially 
reused  or  recycled  at  Logan  Airport  if  the  contaminant  concentrations  are  less  than  S-2 
levels,  or  at  off -site  DEP,  permitted  facilities.  They  may  also  be  disposed  of  out-of-state 
at  similar  facilities.  Regulated  soils  cannot  be  disposed  in  sensitive  areas  such  as 
residential,  recreational  or  wetland  areas. 
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This  combination  of  S-1  /S-2  GW-2/GW-3  categories  is  the  simplest  form  of  risk 
characterization  and  means  that  Massport  has  eliminated  aU  residential,  recreation,  cmd 
wetland  areas  as  possible  disposal  sites  for  excavation  materials  from  Logan. 

6.7.3        Construction  Area  Soil  Sampling  Program 

Construction  of  Runway  14/32  and  the  taxiway  improvement  components  as  part  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  require  the  excavation  of  unsuitable  or  excess  soils.  Table  6.6-2 
of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  estimated  that  approximately  537,000  cubic  yards  of 
soil  would  be  excavated  if  all  the  improvement  elements  were  constructed.  The 
Airside  Project  Drtift  EIS/EIR  assumed  a  uniform  depth  of  excavation  throughout  the 
construction  area  to  develop  a  worst-case  estimate.  As  the  concept  design  has  evolved 
between  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  the  excavation 
requirements  have  been  refined,  resulting  in  a  revised  excavation  requirement  of 
approximately  264,000  cubic  yards.  Of  this  excavation  volume,  approximately  131,000 
cubic  yards  of  miscellaneous  fill  will  be  reused  at  locations  along  the  airfield  construction 
during  the  final  grading  for  shoulders  and  other  uses.  There  wiU  be  83,500  cubic  yards  of 
excavated  soil  materials  and  49,500  cubic  yards  of  bituminous  pavement  removed  from 
Logan  Airport  for  reuse /recycling /disposal  at  permitted  facilities.  The  difference  in 
excavation  volumes  between  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  (537,000  cubic  yards)  and 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  (264,000  cubic  yards)  is  due  to  site-specific  soil  data  that 
were  obtained  through  a  recent  soil  boring  program  for  geotechnical  and  environmental 
information  (See  Section  5.7.1). 

6.7.3.1  Unidirectional  Runway  14/32 

The  soil  pre-construction  characterization  data  indicate  that  the  soU  under  the  footprint 
of  the  proposed  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  does  not  exceed  the  Reportable 
Concentrations  for  S-2  soU.  Design  information  indicates  that  there  wiU  not  be  any 
excavation  of  the  common  borrow  that  was  used  to  fiU  Bird  Island  Flats  and  which 
underlies  much  of  the  rimway  alignment.  An  estimated  82,000  cubic  yards  of  soil  will  be 
excavated.  Of  this  volume,  approximately  37,000  cubic  yards  will  be  reused  for  surface 
grading. 

6.7.3.2  Centerfield  Taxiway 

Construction  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  will  require  the  excavation  of  approximately 
52,000  cubic  yards  of  soil  material  and  the  removal  from  the  Airport  of  11,000  cubic  yards 
of  existing  fiU.  Approximately  41,000  cubic  yards  of  soil  will  be  reused.  The  soil 
pre-construction  characterization  data  indicate  that  soil  underlying  the  Centerfield 
Taxiway  contains  variable  levels  of  contamination.  The  soil  data  indicate  that  no  volatile 
compounds  were  present  nor  were  any  of  the  aliphatic  fractions  from  the  total  petroleum 
hydrocarbon  tests.  The  soil  was  found  to  exceed  the  S-2  Reportable  Concentrations  (RC 
S-2)  for  the  polynuclear  aromatic  hydrocarbons,  as  determined  in  the  EPH  analysis.  The 
PAH  contamination  was  found  from  Taxiway  Echo  north  to  Taxiway  Romeo.  BeryUium 
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was  the  only  priority  pollutant  metal  to  exceed  the  RC  S-2.  This  condition  was  found 
adjacent  to  Runway  15L/33R  and  between  Taxiways  Echo  and  Charlie.  Lead  in  the  soil 
was  found  to  exceed  the  100  mg/Kg  Toxicity  Characteristic  Leaching  Procedure  (TCLP) 
trigger  level  by  a  slight  amount  (110-120  mg/Kg)  at  three  scattered  locations.  The  TCLP 
test  is  one  measure  of  the  toxicity  of  a  sample  and  upon  exceeding  regulatory  limits  it  is 
determined  to  be  TCLP  hazardous.  The  results  of  the  TCLP  testing  indicate  that  the  soil 
did  not  exceed  the  TCLP  regulatory  limit  of  5.0  mg/1  for  lead  and  is,  therefore,  not 
hazardous.  The  insecticide  Dieldrin  was  found  in  the  soil  at  eight  locations.  It  is  believed 
that  the  Dieldrin  originated  from  historical  mosquito  control  programs.  The  soil  was 
found  to  not  contain  polychlorinated  biphenyls. 

6.7.3.3  Taxiway  November  Realignment 

SoU  underlying  the  area  for  the  realignment  of  Taxiway  November  was  found  to  be 
contaminated  in  excess  of  the  Reportable  Concentrations  for  S-2  soil  with  four  polynuclear 
aromatic  hydrocarbon  (PAH)  compounds  and  the  insecticide  Dieldrin.  This  contamination 
was  only  found  in  the  surface  soils  (0-2  feet).  The  soil  data  indicate  that  no  volatile 
compounds  were  present  nor  were  any  of  the  aliphatic  fractions  from  the  total  petroleum 
hydrocarbon  tests.  Design  information  indicates  that  approximately  43,500  cubic  yards  of 
soil  material  wUl  be  excavated  and  43,000  cubic  yards  of  fill  will  be  removed  from  Logan. 
Plans  indicate  that  approximately  500  cubic  yards  wUl  be  reused  onsite. 

6.7.3.4  Southwest  Corner  Taxiway  Reconfiguration 

The  soil  sampling  and  analysis  data  indicate  that  the  soil  in  the  area  of  the  Southwest 
Comer  Taxiway  Reconfiguration  contains  concentrations  of  four  PAH  compounds  and 
the  insecficide  Dieldrin  which  exceed  the  Reportable  Concentrations  for  S-2  soil.  The  soil 
data  indicate  that  no  volatile  compounds  were  present  nor  were  there  any  of  the  aliphatic 
fractions  from  the  total  petroleum  hydrocarbon  tests.  Design  information  indicates  that 
approximately  5,000  cubic  yards  of  soil  will  be  excavated  and  reused  onsite. 

6.7.3.5  Taxiway  D  Extension 

The  extension  of  Taxiway  D  will  require  the  excavation  of  approximately  32,000  cubic 
yards  of  miscellaneous  soil  materials,  all  of  which  will  be  removed  from  the  Airport 
except  for  6,000  cubic  yards  reused  onsite. 

6.7.3.6  Massachusett  Contingency  Plan  (MCP)  Response  Actions 

As  discussed  in  previous  sections,  certain  contaminant  concentrations  were  found  to  exceed 
the  MCP  Soil  Category  S-2  reportable  concentiations  resulting  from  a  pre-construction 
characterization  that  was  performed.  As  a  result,  Massport  transmitted  a  Release  Notification 
Form  to  DEP  in  January  2000.  A  Release  Tracking  Number  (RN)  of  3-19157  was  assigned  to 
the  site  by  DEP.  Through  the  performance  of  a  Method  3  Risk  Characterization,  it  was 
determined  that  certain  concentiations  of  dieldrin  in  the  vicinity  of  Sierra  and  Uniform 
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Taxiways  and  Runway  4R  required  remediation.  Massport  transmitted  a  Release  Abatement 
Measure  (RAM)  Plan  to  DEP  and  subsequently  removed  the  dieldiin  source  area.  In  January 
2001,  Massport  transmitted  a  RAM  Completion  Report  and  Response  Action  Outcome.  These 
documents  state  that  a  Condition  of  No  Significant  Risk  to  human  health,  safety,  public 
welfare,  and  the  environment  exists  at  the  site,  and  the  conditions  of  a  Class  A-2  RAO  have 
been  met.  No  further  MCP  response  actions  are  required. 

6.7.4        Soil  Management 

The  results  of  the  soil  pre-construction  characterization  program  indicate  that  the  soil 
underlying  Runway  14/32  does  not  exceed  the  Reportable  Concentrations  for  S-2  soil. 
Soil  underlying  the  proposed  construction  areas  for  the  Centerfield  Taxiway,  the 
realignment  of  Taxiway  November  and  the  Southwest  Corner  Taxiway  realignment  do 
exceed  the  Reportable  Concentrations  for  S-2  soil.  It  is  Massport's  plan  to  reuse  excavated 
soU  on  Logan  Airport  wherever  feasible.  Massport  does  not  allow  any  soil  from  Logan 
Airport  to  be  reused /recycled /disposed  at  sensitive  off -site  areas  (near  wetlands, 
drinking  water  supplies,  and  dwellings).  Soil  generated  at  Logan  Airport  may  be  reused 
in  industrial  sites  as  long  as  the  soil  is  of  comparable  quality  to  the  soil  at  the  industrial 
site.  Otherwise  it  must  be  disposed  of  at  a  state-approved  lined  landfill.  In  keeping  with 
Massport's  Soil  Management  Plan,  the  pavement  will  be  either  recycled  at  state 
approved  in-state  or  out-of-state  recycling  facilities  or  disposed  at  approved  in-state  or 
out-of-state  lined  landfills. 


6.8     Environmental  Justice 

The  Environmental  Justice  analysis  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  was  expanded 
for  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Noise  was  found  to  be  the  only  adverse  impact 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  with  the  potential  for  environmental  justice 
impacts.  Additional  demographic  analyses  of  the  noise-affected  areas,  as  well  as  of  the 
affected  municipalities,  were  conducted  to  determine  if  minority  and /or  low-income 
populations  would  be  disproportionately  affected  by  the  Preferred  Alternative.  This 
analysis  found  that  there  is  no  high  and  adverse  disproportionate  impact  caused  by  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 

An  additional  area  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  associated  with  the  Preferred 
Alternative  includes  a  predominantly  Hispanic  neighborhood  in  Chelsea  that  would 
experience  an  increase  in  noise  of  0.6  dB  DNL  or  less.  Under  FAA  standards,  this  change 
is  not  a  significant  adverse  impact  (see  discussion  at  Section  6.2.2.3).  Moreover, 
mitigation  of  the  increased  noise  will  be  provided  to  the  affected  community  in  the  form 
of  sound  insulation.  As  a  result,  there  is  no  disproportionate  high  and  adverse  impact  on 
minority  or  low-income  populations  resulting  from  the  Preferred  Alternative. 
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As  to  the  communities  surrounding  Logan,  only  21  percent  of  the  population  within  the 
65  dB  DNL  contour  is  minority,  compared  to  the  Suffolk  County  minority  population  of 
38  percent.  Less  than  2  percent  of  the  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  has  a 
household  income  less  than  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The  following  sections  provide 
a  more  detailed  discussion  of  the  environmental  justice  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 

6.8.1  Introduction 

The  analysis  of  project  impacts  on  minority  and  low-income  communities  that  follows  is 
conducted  in  accordance  with  federal  Executive  Order  (EO)  12898,  Federal  Actions  to 
Address  Environmental  Justice  in  Minority  Populations  and  Low-Income  Populations, 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  and  the  Department  of  Transportation 
Order  to  Address  Environmental  Justice  in  Minority  Populations  and  Low-Income 
Populations  (Final  US  DOT  Order).i2 

EO  12898,  issued  in  1994,  requires  "each  Federal  agency  [to]  make  achieving 
environmental  justice  part  of  its  mission  by  identifying  and  addressing,  as  appropriate, 
disproportionately  high  and  adverse  human  health  or  environmental  effects  of  its 
programs,  poUcies,  and  activities  on  minority  populations  and  low-income 
populations...."  The  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  (DOT)  published  the  Final  US 
DOT  Order  in  1997,^^  setting  forth  a  process  by  which  DOT  and  its  operating 
administiations  wUl  integrate  the  goals  of  EO  12898  with  its  existing  regulations  and 
guidance.  The  Final  US  EKDT  Order  defines  key  terms,  and  provides  guidance  for 
identifying  and  addressing  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  impacts  to  low-income 
and  minority  populations.  Additional  directives  for  implementing  EO  12898  within  the 
context  of  the  NEPA  process  are  provided  by  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
(CEQ)  in  Environmental  Justice  Guidance  under  the  National  Environmental  Polici/  Act.''* 

NEPA  directs  federal  agencies  to  consider  social,  economic,  and  environmental  factors  in 
the  evaluation  of  proposed  actions.  The  Federal  Aviation  Administiation  has  specified 
that  environmental  impact  statements  prepared  for  airports  are  to  identify  social  impacts, 
such  as  commimity  disruption,  and  identify  the  degree  of  impact  and  measures  to 
minimize  such  impact. 

The  May  7,  1999  EOEA  Certificate  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  also  directs  Massport  to 
provide  the  following  information  within  the  context  of  an  environmental  justice 
analysis:  more  detailed  demographic  data  on  the  affected  populations  in  both  tabular 
and  graphic  form,  analysis  of  the  full  range  of  impacts  (including  noise  impacts  within 
the  60  dB  DNL  contour),  a  comparison  of  the  affected  population  with  that  of  Boston  and 


12  U.S.  DOT,  April  15, 1997,  Final  US  DOT  Order  5610.2,  Federal  Register.  Volume  62,  No.  72. 

13  Ibid. 

14  Council  on  Environnnental  Quality,  EnvironmentalJustice:  Guidance  Under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  1997. 

15  FAA,  October  8, 1 985,  Airport  Environmental  Handbook,  Order  5050.4A. 
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the  other  affected  municipalities,  and  a  discussion  of  the  community  participation 
process  used  in  preparing  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


The  following  sections  provide  a  summary  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  as  identified  through  the  NEPA/MEPA  environmental  review  process.  For  a 
more  detailed  discussion  of  each  of  these  impact  areas,  refer  to  the  appropriate  section  of 
this  chapter.  AU  impacts  to  biotic  communities,  water  resources,  and  soils/ sediments  will 
occur  on  Massport  property  and  will  not  affect  adjacent  communities  within  the  study  area 


The  noise  analysis  is  based  on  modeled  noise  impacts  associated  with  the  29M  Low  Fleet 
scenario.  This  scenario  presents  the  worst  case  for  noise  impacts  in  terms  of  the  size  of 
the  noise-impacted  population  among  all  the  alternative  scenarios  analyzed.  All  other 
scenarios  show  less  noise  impacts. 

The  established  FAA  threshold  for  adverse  noise  impacts  in  residential  areas  is  65  dB  DNL. 
FAA  Order  5050.4A,  states  "FAA's  threshold  of  significance  for  noise  impacts  has  been 
determined  to  be  a  1.5  dB  DNL  increase  in  noise  over  any  noise  sensitive  area  located 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour."  Areas  within  the  60  dB  DNL  noise  contour  also  were 
identified  in  accordance  with  the  MEPA  certificate. 

Under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  directs  more  airport  noise 
over  the  water  and  allows  for  a  more  equitable  distribution  of  aircraft  operations 
consistent  with  PRAS  goals.  The  Preferred  Alternative  results  in  a  reduction  of 
population  exposed  to  DNL  values  greater  than  or  equal  to  70  and  75  dB  DNL.  These 
noise  reductions  benefit  the  communities  that  are  currently  most  heavily  impacted  by 
noise — ^East  Boston,  Winthrop  and  Revere. 

Under  current  conditions.  Runway  15/33  is  utilized  significantly  less  than  its  intended 
utilization  factor  in  accordance  with  the  PRAS  goals.  This  situation  would  be  expected  to 
continue  without  Runway  14/32.  With  Runway  14/32,  Runway  15/33  will  be  able  to  be 
utilized  at  levels  closer  to  those  set  out  in  the  PRAS  goals.  (See  discussion  in  Section  4.6.5.) 
The  greater  use  of  Runway  15R/33L  in  accordance  with  PRAS  goals  allowed  by 
Runway  14/32  will  result  in  a  slightly  larger  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  when 
compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  The  total  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour 
for  the  Preferred  Alternative  (29M  Low  Reet  scenario)  is  projected  to  be  17,894,  an  increase  of 
378  people  (2  percent)  when  compared  to  the  No  Action  65  dB  DNL  population  of  17,516. 

According  to  the  noise  analysis  conducted  for  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  the  increase 
in  noise  levels  is  0.6  dB  or  less  in  the  area  newly  included  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour 
under  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Under  FAA's  noise  impact  criteria,  the  increase  in  noise 
in  these  areas  is  not  significant.  Dwellings  within  these  areas  will  become  eligible  for 
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sound  insulation  under  FAA's  criteria,  and  will  be  sound  insulated  as  part  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative.  (See  Chapter  8  for  a  discussion  of  mitigation  commitments.) 

Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  expected  to  produce  a  reduction  in 
ground  taxi  noise  at  the  following  noise  monitoring  stations: 

■  Loring  Road  at  Court  (#7),  Winthrop; 

■  Bayswater  and  Shawsheen  (#10),  East  Boston; 

■  East  Boston  Yacht  Club  (#12); 

■  Somerset  and  Johnson  (#6),  Winthrop; 

■  Jeffries  Point  Yacht  Club  (#14),  and 

■  Sumner  Street  near  Lamson  (A),  East  Boston. 

Therefore  there  are  no  adverse  ground  noise  impacts  associated  with  the  Preferred 
Alternative. 


6.8.2.2      Land  Use 

The  Preferred  Alternative  involves  operational  and  construction  improvements  to  reduce 
delay  and  enhance  safety  at  Logan,  and  is  restricted  to  activities  and  purposes  compatible 
with  normal  airport  operations  and  existing  land  use  plans.  The  noise  analysis  indicates 
that  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  reduce  noise  in  areas  with  the  highest  noise  impacts, 
but  will  slightly  increase  the  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour,  when  compared 
to  the  No  Action  Alternative. 


All  construction  will  occur  on  the  existing  airfield.  There  will  be  no  displacement  or 
relocation  of  any  residential  housing,  community  institutions  or  off-airport  businesses  as 
a  result  of  implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative.  The  only  relocation  required  is 
for  the  commercial  tenants  of  Building  60  in  the  South  Cargo  area  of  the  airport,  and 
relocation  assistance  as  required  under  state  and  federal  law  will  be  provided  to  mitigate 
this  impact.  A  more  detailed  discussion  of  land  use  impacts  is  provided  in  Section  6.3. 


6.8.2.3      Air  Quality 

Due  to  improved  airfield  efficiency  and  shorter  delay  periods,  the  Preferred  Alternative  is 
projected  to  result  in  a  slight  reduction  of  emissions  of  air  pollutants  when  compared  to  the 
No  Action  Alternative.  The  increased  use  of  Runway  15/33  under  Preferred  Alternative 
does  not  result  in  an  adverse  air  quality  impact  as  modeled  at  the  Eagle  Hill  receptor  site 
located  in  East  Boston  at  the  Runway  15  end.  Ambient  levels  of  air  pollutants  at  the  Eagle 
Hill  receptor  site,  as  well  as  throughout  the  study  area,  are  expected  to  be  well  within 
ambient  air  quality  standards  and  guidelines  under  all  future  fleet  scenarios.  Therefore, 
there  are  no  adverse  air  quality  impacts  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative. 
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6.8.2.4  Construction 

Construction  of  the  runway  and  taxiway  improvements  will  occur  on  the  existing 
airfield.  Construction  will  be  managed  to  minimize  air,  noise  and  other  impacts  to  the 
adjacent  communit)^  All  construction  vehicles  will  be  required  to  access  Logan  Airport 
via  Route  lA  or  the  Ted  Williams  Tunnel  on  designated  haul  routes.  Construction  traffic 
will  be  kept  on  Logan  Airport  roadways  or  the  state  highway  system  and  will  not  be 
allowed  on  local  community  streets,  except  for  a  short  section  of  Neptune  Road  for  access 
to  the  north  construction  gate.  A  more  detailed  discussion  of  construction  impacts  is 
provided  in  Section  6.9  of  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

An  analysis  of  construction  noise  impacts  indicates  that  the  noise  increases  projected  as  a 
result  of  construction  range  from  0  dBA  to  0.8  dBA  with  respect  to  the  ambient  level. 
Based  on  Federal  Highway  Administration  criteria  that  categorizes  less  than  a  5  dBA 
increase  as  'no  impact,'  no  construction  noise  impact  is  predicted  at  any  off-airport 
residential  sites.  Therefore,  there  are  no  adverse  construction  impacts  associated  with  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 


6.8.3.1  Methodology 

The  analysis  of  impacts  conducted  for  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  identified  noise  as 
the  only  off-site  environmental  impact  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  with  the 
potential  to  cause  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  health  or  environmental  effects 
on  minority  and /or  low-income  populations.  The  environmental  justice  analysis  which 
follows  therefore  assesses  the  potential  for  disproportionate  noise  impacts  to  low-income 
and  minority  populations. 

The  data  presented  are  based  on  1990  U.S.  Census  Data^^  using  Geographic  Information 
System  (CIS)  technology  to  analyze  impacts  at  a  Census  Block  level  where  the  data  are 
available.  The  "Block"  represents  the  most  detailed  level  of  census  data.  In  addition,  the 
estimates  of  1995  population  (total  and  minority)  for  all  cities  and  towns  in  Massachusetts, 
developed  by  the  Massachusetts  Institute  for  Social  and  Economic  Research  (MISER),  were 
reviewed.  No  comparable  estimate  of  1995  low-income  population  was  available.  The  1995 
population  estimates  are  not  available  at  a  Block  Group  level  and  therefore  were  not  used 
to  update  this  analysis.  Nonetheless,  the  1990  Census  Block  data  were  compared  to  the 
1995  population  estimates  to  assure  that  there  are  no  meaningful  differences  in  the  data 
relevant  to  the  environmental  justice  analysis  (See  Table  6.8-1). 


16     The  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census  conducted  the  nfiost  recent  decennial  census  in  the  spring  of  2000.  Initial  data  on  statewide  population  was  released 
in  December  2000.  Ivlore  detailed  information  from  the  2000  decennial  census  will  become  available  with  the  release  of  Public  Law  94-171  in  March 
2001  and  continuing  throughout  2003.  These  initial  data  are  redistricting  data  summary  files  at  the  block  level  with  population  totals,  age  of 
population  1 8  and  older,  and  race/ethnicity  that  are  released  to  the  legislature  and  governors  of  each  state.  In  mid  summer  2001 ,  household 
relationship,  detail  age  and  housing  tenure  data  will  be  available.  Detailed  socioeconomic  data  will  be  released  throughout  2002.  Source:  U.S. 
Department  of  Commerce,  U.S.  Census  Bureau  Website  (vinww.census.gov),  and  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  U.S.  Census  Bureau  Boston 
Regional  Office,  Verbal  Communication  with  Tia  Costello,  January  08, 2001 . 
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Table  6.8-1 

1995  Estimate  of  Minority  Population  in  Study  Area  Political  Jurisdictions  Affected  by  65  dB  DNL 


1995  Estimated  Population  by  Race/Hispanic  Origin 


City 

Total 
Population 

Percent 
Change 
from  1990 

White! 

Percent 
Change 
from  1990 

Non-White2 
and  Hispanic 

Percent 
Change 
from  1990 

Boston 

564,328 

-1.75% 

314,687 

(56%) 

-7.87% 

249,641  (44%) 

6.30% 

Chelsea 

29,727 

3.54% 

15,382 

(52%) 

-12.2% 

14,345  (48%) 

25.32% 

Revere 

43,698 

2.13% 

38,541 

(88%) 

-0.87% 

5,157  (12%) 

31.85% 

Winthrop 

18,195 

0.38% 

17,528 

(96%) 

-0.24% 

667  (4%) 

20.18% 

Total  (Suffolk  County) 

655,948 

-1.20% 

386,138 

(59%) 

-6.54 

269,810  (41%) 

7.58% 

Source:  Massachusetts  Institute  for  Social  and  Economic  Research  (MISER). 

1  Not  of  Hispanic  origin. 

2  Includes  all  persons  who  indicated  their  race  as  African-American,  American  Indian,  Asian  or  Pacific  Island  and  Other  Race. 


The  minority  and  low  income  populations  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  as  delineated 
by  the  Airside  Project  noise  impact  assessment  were  identified  for  the  No  Action 
Alternative  and  Preferred  Alternative  under  the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  which 
represents  the  highest  impact  scenario.  The  65  dB  DNL  contour  is  the  thresholds 
established  by  FAA  for  adverse  noise  impacts  in  residential  areas.  A  similar  analysis  was 
developed  for  the  population  within  the  60  dB  DNL  noise  contour  in  accordance  with  the 
Massachusetts  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs'  Certificate  on  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

The  characteristics  of  the  population  within  the  60  and  65  dB  DNL  contours  were  also 
compared  to  the  characteristics  of  those  political  jurisdictions  affected  by  these  noise 
contours.  The  political  jurisdictions  affected  by  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  include  the  Cities 
of  Boston,  Chelsea  and  Revere,  and  the  Town  of  Winthrop,  which  collectively  comprise 
Suffolk  County.  The  City  of  Everett  is  added  to  the  above  Ust  for  communities  affected  by 
the  60  dB  DNL  contour. 

Analysis  conducted  for  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  first  identified  census  blocks 
that  were  50  percent  or  more  minority,  and  then  covmted  the  total  population  within 
those  blocks  to  determine  the  minority  population.  Low-income  populations  were 
identified  by  the  median  income  for  the  census  block  group.  The  entire  population  of  the 
block  group  was  considered  to  be  low-income  if  the  median  household  income  for  the 
block  group  was  at  or  below  the  identified  poverty  level.  A  combined  total  of  the 
minority  and  low-income  populations  was  reported  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR. 

A  more  detailed  demographic  analysis  was  conducted  for  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR, 
the  results  of  which  are  described  below. 
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All  minority  individuals  for  the  census  blocks  within  the  60  and  65  dB  DNL  noise 
contours  were  identified  from  the  1990  census  data.  The  minority  population  presented 
in  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  represents  the  total  minority  population  within  the 
identified  noise  contours.  The  methodology  to  identify  low-income  populations  was  the 
same  for  both  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
Low-income  populations  were  identified  by  the  median  income  for  the  census  block 
group.  The  entire  population  of  the  block  group  was  considered  to  be  low-income  if  the 
median  household  income  for  the  block  group  was  at  or  below  the  identified  poverty 
level.  An  additional  level  of  analysis  was  conducted  in  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  to 
identify  the  population  at  150  percent  of  the  federal  poverty  level.  This  Supplemental 
Draft  EIS/ Final  EIR  presents  the  minority  and  low-income  populations  separately, 
instead  of  as  a  combined  total  as  was  done  for  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  analysis. 

6.8.3.2  Definitions 
Minority  Population 

A  minority  person  is  defined  as  an  individual  who  is  a  member  of  one  of  the  following 
population  groups:  Black  (not  of  Hispanic  origin),  Hispanic,  Asian,  and  American  Lndicin 
or  Native  Alaskan.  According  to  the  Final  US  DOT  Order,  a  minority  population  means 
any  readily  identifiable  groups  of  minority  persons  that  live  in  geographic  proximity. 
CEQ  Guidance  states  that  minority  populations  should  be  identified  where  either  (a)  the 
minority  population  of  the  affected  area  exceeds  50  percent,  or  (b)  the  minority 
population  percentage  of  the  affected  area  is  meaningfully  greater  than  the  minority 
population  percentage  in  the  general  population  or  other  appropriate  unit  of  geographic 
analysis.  Information  on  race  and  Hispanic  origin  was  analyzed  at  the  Block  Level 
utilizing  the  1990  U.S.  Census,  which  is  the  most  detailed  level  of  population  data  made 
available  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Census. 

Low  Income 

The  Final  US  DOT  Order  defines  low-income  persons  as  those  whose  "median  household 
income  is  below  the  United  States  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  poverty 
guidelines."  CEQ  Guidelines  state  that  low-income  populations  should  be  identified  with 
the  annual  statistical  poverty  thresholds  developed  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census.  The 
Logan  Airside  Project  improvements  Planning  Project  used  the  1990  U.S.  Census  as  the 
data  base  for  demographic  analyses. 

The  federal  definition  of  poverty  level  varies  by  size  of  family  and  number  of  related 
children  under  18  years.  Average  poverty  thresholds  in  1990  ranged  from  $6,652  for  one 
person,  to  $26,280  for  households  with  nine  or  more  family  members.  (See  Appendix  I.) 
According  to  the  1990  census,  the  average  household  size  in  Massachusetts  is  2.68  persons, 
and  in  Suffolk  County  it  is  2.51  persons.  (Logan  Airport  and  the  majority  of  the  study  area 
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are  located  in  Suffolk  County  J'')  A  family  size  of  three  therefore  was  selected  as 
representative. 

The  population  was  considered  to  be  a  low-income  population  if  the  median  household  income 
was  at  or  below  $10,560.  This  represents  the  1990  federal  poverty  level  for  a  three-person 
household  as  defined  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services.'®  In  order  to 
provide  additional  analysis  of  a  broader  range  of  incomes,  the  environmental  justice  analysis 
was  also  conducted  using  a  median  household  income  of  150  percent  ($15,840)  of  the  poverty 
level  for  a  family  of  three.  Information  on  income  was  analyzed  at  a  Block  Group  level,  the 
most  detailed  level  of  information  available  from  the  1990  Census  regarding  income. 

High  and  Disproportionate  Adverse  Impacts 

Adverse  impacts  to  low-income  and/ or  minority  populations  are  considered  "high  and 
disproportionate"  if:  (a)  the  adverse  impact  is  predominantly  borne  by  a  minority  population 
and /or  a  low-income  population,  or  (b)  the  adverse  impact  that  will  be  suffered  by  the  minority 
population  and /or  low-income  population  is  more  severe  or  greater  in  magnitude  than  the 
adverse  impact  that  will  be  suffered  by  the  non-minority  population  and /or  non-low-income 
population.  The  Final  US  DOT  Order  directs  FAA  to  determine  disproportionate  impact,  taking 
into  account  mitigation,  enhancement  measures  and  all  off -setting  benefits  to  the  affected 
populations,  as  well  as  the  design,  comparative  impacts  and  the  relevant  number  of  similar 
existing  system  elements  in  non-minority  and  non-low  income  areas. 

6.8.4        Baseline  Socioeconomic  and  Demographic  Characteristics  of  Affected  Jurisdictions 

A  determination  of  "disproportionately  high  and  adverse  impacts"  to  a  low-income  or 
minority  population  is  based  on  a  comparison  of  the  impacts  on  these  populations  to  the 
impacts  experienced  by  the  affected  population  as  a  whole.  The  Area  of  Potential  Affect 
for  the  Logan  Airport  Airside  Project  improvements  Project  was  identified  as  those 
political  jurisdictions  (cities  and  towns)  affected  by  the  65  dB  DNL  contour,  which  is 
consistent  with  the  federal  definition  of  adverse  noise  impact  contained  in  FAR  Part  150. 
The  potentially  affected  area  for  noise  impacts  was  chosen  to  delineate  the  study  area 
because  noise  is  the  most  widespread  impact.  The  population  within  the  60  dB  DNL 
noise  contour  was  also  analyzed  to  be  consistent  with  the  MEPA  Certificate  on  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR.  The  political  jurisdictions  affected  by  the  65  dB  DNL 
contour  include  Boston,  Chelsea,  Winthrop  and  Revere,  which  collectively  comprise 
Suffolk  County.  The  City  of  Everett  is  added  to  this  list  of  potentially  affected 
communities  under  the  60  dB  DNL  noise  contour.  Tables  6.8-2  to  6.8-6  provide  a 
summary  of  selected  socio-economic  and  demographic  characteristics  of  these 
communities.  This  information  is  used  to  provide  a  baseline  against  which  to  compare 
the  characteristics  of  the  population  within  the  65  and  60  dB  DNL  contours. 


17  Average  household  size  was  determined  by  dividing  the  number  of  persons  by  the  number  of  households  as  provided  in  Landview  III,  which  uses  the 
1990  U.S.  Census  as  a  database. 

1 8  The  1 999  poverty  level  for  a  family  of  three  as  report  by  the  U  .S.  Department  of  Health  and  Services  is  $1 3,880. 
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Table  6.8-2 

Median  Household  Income  of  Political  Jurisdictions  within  the 
60  dB  DNL  Noise  Contour 


Jurisdiction 

Median  Household 
Income  ($) 

Percent  Below 
Poverty  Level 

Boston 

29,180 

18.7% 

South  Boston^ 

25,539 

17.3% 

East  Boston  1 

22,925 

19.3% 

Chelsea 

25,144 

24.1% 

Everett 

30,786 

9.6% 

Revere 

30,659 

11.6% 

Winthrop 

37,240 

5.7% 

Suffolk  County 

29,399 

18.1% 

1         Neighbortioods  within  the  City  of  Boston  provided  for  informational  purposes.  Population  included  within  the  City  of  Boston 
totals. 

Sou  rce :  1 990  U  .S .  Census  Data 

Table  6.8-3 

Minority  Population  of  Political  Jurisdictions  Affected  by 
the  65  dB  DNL  Noise  Contour 

City 

Total  1990 
Population 

1990  Population  by  Race/Hispanic  Origin 
White^                 Non-White^  and  Hispanic 

Boston 

574,283 

339,458  (59%) 

234,825  (41%) 

South  Boston^ 

29,495 

28,257  (96%) 

1,238  (4%) 

East  Boston^ 

32,941 

25,171  (76%) 

7,770  (24%) 

Chelsea 

28,710  ; 

17,263  (60%) 

11,447  (40%) 

Revere 

42,786 

38,875  (91%) 

3,911  (9%) 

Winthrop 

18,127 

17,572  (97%) 

555  (3%) 

Total  (Suffolk  County) 

663,906 

413,168  (62%) 

250,788  (38%) 

Source:  1990  U.S.  Census  Data 
1  Not  of  Hispanic  origin. 


2  Includes  all  persons  who  indicated  their  race  as  African-American,  American  Indian,  Asian  or  Pacific  Island  and  Other  Race, 
not  of  Hispanic  ongin. 

3  Neighbortioods  within  the  City  of  Boston  provided  for  informational  purposes.  Population  included  within  the  City  of  Boston  totals. 
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Table  6.8-4 

Minority  Population  of  Political  Jurisdictions  Affected  by 
the  60  dB  DNL  Noise  Contour 


Total  1990 

1990  Population  by  Race/Hispanic  Origin 

City 

Population 

White! 

Non-White^  and  Hispanic 

Total  Suffolk  County3 

663,906 

413,168  (62%) 

250,788  (38%) 

Everett 

35,701 

32,010  (90%) 

3,691  (10%) 

Total 

699,607 

445,178  (64%) 

254,479  (36%) 

Source:  1990,  U.S.  Census  Data 

1  Not  of  Hispanic  origin. 

2  Includes  all  persons  who  indicated  their  race  as  African-American,  American  Indian,  Asian  or  Pacific  Island  and  Other 
Race,  not  of  Hispanic  origin. 

3  See  Table  6.8-2  for  detailed  information  on  political  jurisdictions  within  Suffolk  County. 


Table  6.8-5 

Estimate  of  1995  Minority  Population  in  Study  Area 
Political  Jurisdictions  Affected  by  60  dB  DNL 


1995  Population  by  Race/Hispanic  Origin 

City 

Total 
Population 

Percent 
Change 
from  1990 

White^ 

Percent 
Change 
from  1990 

Non-White2 
and  Hispanic 

Percent 
Change 
from  1990 

Total  Suffolk  County 

655,948 

-1.20% 

386,138  (59%) 

-6.54% 

269,810  (41%) 

(7.58%) 

Everett 

36,307 

1.69% 

32,336  (89%) 

1.01% 

3,971  (11%) 

(7.59%) 

Total 

692,255 

-1.06% 

418,474  (60%) 

-6.35% 

273,781  (40%) 

(7.58%) 

Source:  Massachusetts  Institute  for  Social  and  Economic  Research  (MISER). 

1  Not  of  Hispanic  origin. 

2  Includes  all  persons  who  indicated  their  race  as  African-American,  American  Indian,  Asian  or  Pacific  Island  and  Other  Race. 

3  Not  of  Hispanic  ongin. 
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Table  6.8-6 

Estimated  Population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  Contour 
No  Action  Alternative  -  29M  Low  Fleet  Scenario 


Household  Income 


Non-Hispanic 

Minority 

Total 

<$1 5,840 

White  Population 

Population 

Population 

<$1 0,560 

150  percent 

HR  DNI 

65  dB  DNL 

Pn\/0rt\/  1 

Pnuprfv  1  pupI 
r  wci  ly  LaCvci 

Back  Bay 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Charlestown 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Chelsea 

1,154 

1,902 

3,056 

0 

68 

Dorchester 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

East  Boston 

5,756 

1,361 

7,117 

0 

0 

Everett 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Jamaica  Plain 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Long  Island 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Quincy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revere 

2,736 

265 

3,001 

0 

0 

Roxbury 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

South  Boston 

49 

17 

66 

18 

18 

South  End 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Winthrop 

4,231 

4,291 

0 

0 

Total 

13,926  (79.4%) 

(  3,605  (20.6%) 

17,531 

18(0.1%) 

86  (0.4%) 

Source:  1990  U.S.  Census  Data,  HMMH,  1999. 

1        Minority  population  calculated  fronfi  two  Census  Categories:  Persons  by  Race,  and  Persons  of  Hispanic  Origin. 


The  1995  population  estimates  indicate  that  population  has  declined  in  the  City  of 
Boston,  and  increased  in  the  other  communities,  particularly  in  Revere  and  Chelsea. 
Overall  the  minority  population  within  the  study  area  has  increased,  while  the  white 
population  has  declined. 

6.8.5        Analysis  of  Impacts  to  Minority  or  Low  Income  Populations 
6.8.5.1      Impacts  to  Minority  Populations 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  the  total  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  under 
the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario  is  17,53L  Of  that  total,  approximately  79.4  percent  of  the 
affected  population  is  white  (non-Hispanic)  and  20.65  percent  of  the  affected  population 
are  members  of  a  minority  group.  The  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  increases 
slightly  (by  378  people)  under  the  Preferred  Alternative;  however,  the  cheiracteristics  of  the 
affected  population  are  essentially  the  same.  Of  the  total  population  of  17,909  within 
65  dB  DNL,  78.6  percent  of  the  population  is  white  (non-Hispanic)  and  21.4  percent  of  the 
population  is  minority.  The  comparison  indicates  that  under  either  Alternative,  the  affected 
population  is  predominately  (79  to  80  percent)  non-minority. 
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The  Preferred  Alternative  allows  noise  impacts  to  be  distributed  more  equitably  across 
communities  and  over  water  in  accordance  with  runway  utilization  goals  that  have  been 
incorporated  into  PRAS.  One  of  the  primary  goals  of  PRAS  is  to  Limit  the  number  of  people 
exposed  to  the  highest  noise  levels  (70  to  75  dB  DNL).  Implementation  of  unidirectional 
Rxmway  14/32  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  (29M  Low  Fleet  scenario)  reduces  the 
noise-impacted  population  within  75  dB  DNL  from  257  to  77,  a  net  reduction  of  70  percent. 
The  Preferred  Alternahve  (29M  Low  Reet  scenario)  also  reduces  the  noise-impacted 
population  within  the  70  dB  DNL  contour  from  1,521  to  1,459,  a  4  percent  reduction. 

The  difference  in  affected  minority  populations  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  between 
the  Preferred  Alternative  and  the  No  Action  Alternative  is  0.9  percent.  The  percentage  of 
the  affected  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  Preferred  Alternative  classified 
as  minority  (21.4  percent)  is  significantly  lower  than  the  percentage  of  the  population  of 
the  affected  jurisdictions  (Boston,  Chelsea,  Revere  and  Winthrop)  classified  as  minority 
(38  percent).  This  assessment  still  holds  true  assuming  a  7.58  percent  increase  in  the 
minority  population  within  Suffolk  County  from  1990  to  1995  (See  Table  6.8-4).  An 
increase  of  this  magnitude  would  increase  the  minority  population  within  65  dB  DNL 
under  Preferred  Alternative  from  3,834  (21.4  percent)  to  4,124  (23.0  percent),  which  is  still 
significantly  lower  than  the  41  percent  of  the  1995  population  of  Suffolk  County 
estimated  to  be  minority.  (See  Tables  6.8-6  and  6.8-7  for  a  more  detailed  comparison  of 
the  affected  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  No  Action  Alternative  and 
the  Preferred  Alternative,  respectively.) 

An  area  located  in  Chelsea  added  to  the  65  dB  DNL  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  is 
inhabited  predominantly  by  a  Hispanic  population.  Approximately  227  minority 
residents  within  Chelsea  will  experience  a  noise  increase  of  0.6  dB  or  less.  Sound 
insulation  of  the  affected  homes  has  been  included  as  part  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  to 
mitigate  adverse  noise  impacts. 


The  noise  effect  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  does  not  represent  an  adverse  impact  to  minority 
populations  because  it  does  not  exceed  the  FAA  threshold  of  significant  impact  (greater  than 
a  1.5  dB  change  for  populations  wathin  the  65  dB  DNL).  Moreover,  overall  airport  noise  does 
not  represent  a  disproportionate  impact  to  minority  populations  because  only  21  percent  of 
the  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  is  minority  compared  to  a  38  percent  minority 
population  for  Suffolk  County.  In  addition,  the  noise  impact  suffered  by  the  minority 
population  is  not  appreciably  more  severe  or  greater  in  magnitude  than  the  adverse  effect 
suffered  by  the  non-minority  population.  In  the  37M  High  Fleet  scenario,  the  noise  affected 
population  of  Chelsea  is  expected  to  be  reduced.  Finally,  aU  noise  impacts  on  Chelsea 


residents  falling  within  the  65dB  DNL  noise  contour  will  be  mitigated  with  sound  insulation. 
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Table  6.8-7 

Estimated  Population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  Contour 
Preferred  Alternative  -  29M  Low  Fleet  Scenario 


Non-Hispanic 
White  Population 
65  dB  DNL 


Minority 
Population^ 
65  dB  DNL 


Total 
Population 
65  dB  DNL 


Household  Income 


<$1 0,560 
Poverty  Level 


<$1 5,840 
150  percent 
Poverty  Level 


DdC/K  Day 

n 

U 

0 

n 
u 

Charlestown 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Chelsea 

1,171 

2,129 

3,300 

0 

339 

Dorchester 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

East  Boston 

5,890 

1,366 

7,256 

0 

0 

Everett 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Jamaica  Plain 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Long  Island 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Quincy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revere 

2,734 

265 

2,999 

0 

0 

Roxbury 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

South  Boston 

80 

18 

98 

18 

18 

South  End 

0 

'  0 

0 

0 

0 

Winthrop 

4,200 

56 

4,256 

0 

0 

Total 

14,075  (78.6%) 

3,834(21.4%) 

17,909 

18(0.1%) 

357 

Source:  1990  U.  S.  Census  Data,  HMMH,  1999. 

1         Minority  population  calculated  from  two  Census  Categories:  Persons  by  Race,  and  Persons  of  Hispanic  Origin. 


A  similar  conclusion  can  be  reached  when  comparing  the  affected  minority  populations 
within  the  60  dB  DNL  for  the  No  Action  Alternative  and  the  Preferred  Alternative.  The 
affected  population  within  60  dB  DNL  is  predominately  white  (Non-Hispanic)  for 
No  Action  Alternative  (79.3  percent)  and  for  Preferred  Alternative  (78.9  percent).  The 
percentage  of  the  affected  population  within  60  dB  DNL  classified  as  minority  is  essentially 
the  same;  20.7  percent  for  No  Action  Alternative  and  21.1  percent  for  Preferred  Alternative. 
In  addition,  the  percentage  of  the  affected  population  within  the  60  dB  DNL  contour  for 
Preferred  Alternative  classified  as  minority  (21.1  percent)  is  lower  than  the  percentage  of 
the  population  of  affected  jurisdictions  (Boston,  Chelsea,  Everett,  Revere,  and  Winthrop) 
classified  as  minority  (38  percent).  Tables  6.8-9  and  6.8-10  provide  a  more  detailed  compari- 
son of  the  affected  population  within  the  60  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  No  Action  Alternative 
and  the  Preferred  Alternative,  respectively. 
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Table  6.8-8 

Comparison  of  Noise  Impacts  in  Chelsea  for  Census  Blocks  Added  to  or  Removed 
from  the  65  dB  DNL  Contour  -  29M  Low  Fleet  Scenario 


Tract 

Block 

No  Action 
Alternative 
(dB) 

Preferred 
Alternative 
(dB) 

Difference 
(dB) 

1602 

202 

64.8 

65.2 

0.4 

1602 

204 

64.8 

65.4 

0.6 

1602 

402 

65.0 

64.9 

-0.1 

1604 

405 

64.9 

65.1 

0.2 

Table  6.8-9 

Estimated  Population  within  the  60  dB  DNL  Contour 
No  Action  Alternative  -  29M  Low  Fleet  Scenario 

Household  Income 

Non-Hispanic 
White 
Population 
60  dB  DNL 

Minority  Total 
Population^  Population 
60  dB  DNL         60  dB  DNL 

<$1 0,560 
Poverty  Level 

<$1 5,840 
150  percent 
Poverty  Level 

Back  Bay 

0 

0  0 

0 

0 

Charlestown 

0 

0  0 

0 

0 

Chelsea 

4,399 

5,833  10,232 

1 

1,227 

Dorchester 

0 

0  0 

0 

0 

East  Boston 

20,527 

5,508  26,035 

0 

1,977 

Everett 

214 

6  220 

0 

0 

Jamaica  Plain 

0 

0  0 

0 

0 

Long  Island 

0 

0  0 

0 

0 

Quincy 

0 

0  0 

0 

0 

Revere 

4,827 

400  5,227 

0 

125 

Roxbury 

0 

0  0 

0 

0 

South  Boston 

5,672 

338  6,010 

42 

1,488 

South  End 

0 

0  0 

0 

0 

Winthrop 

11,559 

240  11,799 

0 

_0 

Total 

47,198  (79.3%) 

12,325(20.7%  59,523 

43  (0.07% 

4,817(8.0%) 

Source:  1990  U.S.  Census  Data,  HMMH,  1999. 

1         Minority  population  calculated  from  two  Census  Categories:  Persons  by  Race,  and  Persons  of  Hispanic  Origin. 
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Table  6.8-10 

Estimated  Population  within  the  60  dB  DNL  Contour 
Preferred  Alternative  -  29M  Low  Fleet  Scenario 


Non-Hispanic 
White  Population 
60  dB  DNL 


Minority 
Population^ 
60  dB  DNL 


Total 
Population 
60DNL 


Housetiold 
Inconfie 

<$1 0,560 
Poverty  Level 


Median 
Income 


<$1 5,840 
150  percent 
Poverty  Level 


Back  Bay 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Charlestown 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Chelsea 

4,407 

5,963 

10,370 

1 

1,227 

Dorchester 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

East  Boston 

20,650 

5,510 

26,160 

0 

1,977 

Everett 

321 

19 

340 

0 

0 

Jamaica  Plain 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Long  Island 

252 

250 

502 

502 

502 

Quincy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revere 

4,727 

388 

5,115 

0 

125 

Roxbury 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

South  Boston 

6,202 

401 

6,603 

42 

1,488 

South  End 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Winthrop 

11,122 

206 

11,328 

_0 

_g 

Total 

47,681  (78.9%) 

12,737  (21.1%) 

60,418 

545  (0.9%) 

5,319 

Source:  U.  S.  Census  Data,  HMMH,  1999. 

1        Minority  population  calculated  from  two  Census  Categories:  Persons  by  Race,  and  Persons  of  Hispanic  Origin. 

Figure  6.8-1  illustrates  the  relationship  of  the  60  and  65  dB  DNL  noise  contours  for  the 
No  Action  Alternative  and  the  Preferred  Alternative  to  the  minority  populations  within 
the  communities  adjacent  to  Logan. 

6.8.5.2      Impacts  to  Low-Income  Groups 

There  are  no  low-income  populations  within  75  dB  DNL  or  70  dB  DNL  under  either  the 
No  Action  or  the  Preferred  Alternatives. 


Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on 
low -income  populations,  since  98  percent  of  the  affected  population  within  the 
65  dB  DNL  contour  has  a  household  income  greater  than  $15,840  (150  percent  of  the 
federal  poverty  level).  The  total  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  under  the 
29M  Low  Fleet  scenario  with  a  household  income  of  less  than  $10,560  is  18  persons  for 
both  the  No  Action  Alternative  and  Preferred  Alternative,  which  represents  0.1  percent 
of  the  total  affected  population.  The  affected  population  with  household  incomes  less 
than  $15,840  increases  slightly  under  Preferred  Alternative  to  1.9  percent,  but  is  still  a 
very  small  percentage  of  the  affected  population  as  a  whole.  Both  percentages  are 
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significantly  lower  than  the  percentage  (18.1  percent)  of  the  population  of  Suffolk  County 
below  the  poverty  rate.  (See  Tables  6.8-6  and  6.8-7  for  a  more  detailed  comparison  of  the 
affected  low  income  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  and 
No  Action  Alternatives,  respectively.) 

A  similar  conclusion  can  be  reached  when  comparing  the  affected  low-income 
populations  within  the  60  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  No  Action  and  Preferred 
Alternatives.  Approximately  0.07  percent  of  the  affected  population  within  the 
60  dB  DNL  contour  for  No  Action  Alternative  has  a  household  income  of  less  than 
$10,560.  This  increases  slightly  to  0.9  percent  of  the  population  for  the  Preferred 
Alternative  primarily  due  to  the  inclusion  of  the  institutional  population  on  Long  Island 
within  the  60  dB  DNL  contour.  The  percentage  of  the  affected  population  within 
60  dB  DNL  with  household  incomes  less  than  $15,  840  is  8.0  percent  for  the  No  Action 
Alternative  and  increases  slightly  to  10.1  percent  for  the  Preferred  Alternative.  These 
percentages  of  low-income  populations  within  the  60  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred 
Alternative  are  lower  than  the  percentage  of  the  population  of  affected  jurisdictions 
(Boston,  Chelsea,  Everett,  Revere,  and  Winthrop)  classified  as  below  the  poverty  level 
(See  Table  6.8-1)  (See  Tables  6.8-9  and  6.8-10  for  a  more  detailed  comparison  of  the 
affected  low  income  population  within  the  60  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  No  Action 
Alternative  and  Preferred  Alternatives,  respectively). 

The  noise  effect  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  does  not  represent  a  disproportionate 
impact  to  low  income  populations  because  it  is  not  predominately  borne  by  that 
population.  The  environmental  justice  analysis  indicates  that  the  population  within  the 
65  dB  DNL  contour  is  not  predominately  low-income.  Less  than  0.1  percent  of  this 
population  is  at  poverty  level  ($10,840),  and  orJy  1.9  percent  have  incomes  below 
150  percent  of  poverty  level  ($15,584)  based  on  1990  census  data.  (Estimates  of  1995 
income  levels  by  community  were  not  available.)  In  addition,  the  noise  impact  suffered 
by  the  minority  population  is  not  appreciably  more  severe  or  greater  in  magnitude  than 
the  adverse  effect  suffered  by  the  non-minority  population.  There  are  no  low-income 
populations  within  the  75  dB  DNL  and  70  dB  DNL  contours  under  the  Preferred 
Alternative. 

Figure  6.8-2  illustrates  the  relationship  of  the  60  and  65  dB  DNL  noise  contours  for  the 
No  Action  and  Preferred  Alternatives  to  the  low  income  populations  within  the 
communities  adjacent  to  Logan. 
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Massachusetts  Bay 


Legend 

No  Action  Alternative  29M  Low 
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Figure  6.8-1 
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1990  Median  Household  Income 
by  Block  Group 


Source:  Harris  Miller  Miller  &  Hanson 
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Massachusetts  Bay 
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Figure  6.8-2 


Percent  Minority  Population 
by  Census  Block 


Source:  Harris  Miller  Miller  &  Hanson 
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6.8.5.3      Comparison  of  1998  and  No  Action  Alternative  Noise  Affected 
Population 

The  1998  GEIR  Annual  Update  presented  noise  contours  for  Logan  Airport  based  on 
aircraft  activity  during  1998.  In  that  year,  the  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour 
was  approximately  23,300.  Compftrison  to  the  projected  noise  contour  for  the 
29M  Low  Reet  scenario  No  Action  AltemaHve  shows  a  substantial  reduction  in  the 
population  exposed  to  65  dB  DNL.  Under  the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario  No  Action 
Alternative  projections,  total  population  exposed  to  65  dB  DNL  or  greater  is  approximately 
17,500  persons,  representing  a  25  percent  decline  from  reported  1998  levels. 

The  principal  reason  for  this  decline  in  overall  airport  noise  impacts  is  the  continuing 
phase  out  of  noisier  Stage  2  jet  aircraft  from  the  Logan  Airport  fleet.  Secondarily, 
improved  adherence  to  the  Runway  27  ROD  departure  track  wUl  eliminate  significant 
numbers  of  South  Boston  residents  from  the  65  dB  noise  contour.  Both  these 
developments  are  discussed  in  Chapter  5  of  the  1998  GEIR  Annual  Update. 

In  addition  to  the  predicted  population  reductions  within  the  1998  65  dB  DNL  contour 
that  will  occur  as  noted  above,  the  Preferred  Alternative  wUl  redistribute  aircraft  activity 
and  their  associated  noise  impacts  over  Boston  Harbor.  The  proposed  project  wiU 
facUitate  greater  use  of  Rimway  15R/33L  in  accordance  with  the  PRAS  goals.  This  wUl 
result  in  increased  use  of  over  water  routings  and  wUl  shift  noise  impacts  from  areas 
north  and  south  of  Logan  Airport  to  areas  east  and  west  of  it.  However,  these  flight  shifts 
wiU  increase  the  number  of  Chelsea  residents  included  in  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour. 
To  mitigate  these  impacts,  Massport  and  FAA  wiU  sound  insulate  the  homes  newly 
included  in  the  project's  65  dB  DNL  contour.  In  addition,  Massport  and  FAA  will 
continue  their  residential  sound  insulation  efforts  for  all  residences  within  the  1998  65 
dB  DNL  contour. 

6.8.6        Other  Environmental  or  Human  Health  Considerations 

The  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  asks  federal  agencies,  to  the  extent 
practicable,  to  consider  the  following  when  assessing  environmental  justice  impacts: 

■  Whether  health  effects  [of  the  proposed  action]  are  significant  or  above  generally 
accepted  norms; 

■  Whether  the  risk  or  rate  of  exposure  to  an  environmental  hazard  [caused  by  the 
proposed  action]  is  significant  or  appreciably  exceeds  the  risk  or  rate  of  exposure  to  the 
general  population; 

■  Whether  health  effects  [of  the  proposed  action]  occur  in  minority  or  low-income 
populations  [already]  affected  by  cumulative  or  multiple  adverse  exposures  from 
[other]  environmental  hazards; 
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■  Whether  [the  proposed  action]  will  cause  significant  impacts  on  the  environment  that 
adversely  impact  affected  populations; 

■  Whether  a  significant,  adverse  impact  on  a  minority  or  low-income  population 
appreciably  exceeds  [similar]  impacts  on  the  general  population;  and  whether  the 
environmental  effects  occur  in  minority  or  low-income  populations  [already]  affected  by 
cumulative  or  multiple  adverse  exposures  from  [other]  environmental  hazards. 

Environmental  and  health  studies  relating  to  the  City  of  Chelsea  have  been  reviewed  in  an 
effort  to  assess  other  cumulative  or  multiple  adverse  exposures  within  the  affected  minority 
population.  Although  demographic  analysis  has  found  no  disproportionately  high  and 
adverse  effect  from  direct  project  impacts,  an  analysis  of  these  additional  factors  for  the  City 
of  Chelsea  was  conducted  since  the  area  added  to  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  under  the 
Preferred  Alternative  includes  this  community.  A  summary  of  these  studies  follows. 

Chelsea  is  a  small  (2.1  square  mile)  city  with  an  ethnically  diverse  population.  It  is 
bounded  on  the  north  by  the  City  of  Everett,  on  the  east  by  Mill  Creek  and  the  City  of 
Revere,  on  the  south  by  Chelsea  Creek  and  East  Boston,  and  on  the  west  by  the  Mystic 
River  and  Charlestown.  Access  from  Chelsea  to  East  Boston  is  provided  via  the  Chelsea 
Street  and  McArdle  Bridges  and  to  Charlestown  and  Downtown  Boston  via  the  Tobin 
Bridge,  which  carries  Route  1  over  the  Mystic  River.  Designated  truck  routes  through  the 
City  of  Chelsea  include  Route  1,  Beacham,  Williams  and  Marginal  Streets,  Eastern 
Avenue,  and  parts  of  Broadway.  Additional  streets  designated  for  truck  traffic  include 
Second  and  Spruce  Streets  and  parts  of  Everett  Avenue,  as  well  as  Gerrish  Street  and 
Crescent  Avenue. 

Approximately  one-third  of  Chelsea's  land  area  is  commercial  or  industrial  land  that  is 
either  currently  in  industrial  use  or  once  housed  heavy  industries.  Many  of  these  sites  cire 
vacant  or  underutilized  properties  that  border  residential  areas.   Much  of  the  industrial 
property  is  concentrated  on  the  waterfront  along  Marginal  Street  and  Eastern  Avenue. 
Chelsea  is  home  to  numerous  oil  and  fuel  storage  facilities  as  well  as  industrial  facilities 
that  utilize  toxic  materials  in  their  manufacturing  processes.  Given  these  characteristics,  ' 
many  of  the  environmental  issues  identified  in  Chelsea  center  on  toxic  discharges 
associated  with  industiies  in  Chelsea  and  contamination  of  Chelsea  Creek.  Figure  6.8-3 
illustiates  Chelsea  land  use  and  environmental  issues  in  relationship  to  the 
29M  Low  Fleet  scenario  65  dB  DNL  noise  contours. 


1 9     US  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Brownfields  Assessment  Demonstration  Pilot,  Chelsea,  MA,  May  1 998. 


6-162 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  DEIS  /  FEIR 


Legend 


Industrial  /  Parking  Facilities 
Logan  Park  &  Go 
National  Car  Rentals 
^         Walton  Systems 
▲  Boston  Hydes  &  Furs 

I  Chelsea  Terminal  Limited 

Creekside  Parking 


Derby  /  Coastal  Oil 
Eastern  Minerals 
Molly  Corporation 


Alt  .4  29M  Low 

60,  65  and  70  DNL 


o 


Alt.  1A  29M  Low 

60,  65  and  70  DNL 

1991  Land  Use 

Single  Family  Residential 
H         Multi-family  Residential 
^1  Commercial 

Industrial 


Golf,  Playgrounds,  Stadiums 
Open  l^nd.  Urban  Open 
Forest 
Wetland 
Water 

Transportation 
Various 

Source:  Harris  Miller  Miller  &  Hanson 


massport 


Figure  6.8-3 

Chelsea  Land  Use  and  Environmental  Issues 
29M  Low  Fleet  Scenario 
65  dB  DNL  Noise  Contours 
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6.8.6.1      Industrial  Pollution  and  Brownfieids  Initiatives  in  Chelsea 
Industrial  Pollution 

The  Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  lists  approximately  50  21E 
sites  in  Chelsea  with  some  degree  of  oil  or  hazardous  material  contamination  and 
approximately  115  spill  incidents  identified  in  accordemce  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Massachusetts  Contingency  Plan  (310  CMR  40.000).  (See  Appendix  I  for  a  list  of  DEP 
sites.)  There  are  no  US  Environmental  Protection  Agency  Superfund  sites  in  Chelsea, 
although  the  former  Forbes  Lithographic  Company  on  Marginal  Street  is  listed  as  a  site 
awaiting  a  National  Priority  List  (NPL)  decision. 

A  survey  by  the  Massachusetts  Toxics  Campaign  Fund  examined  the  extent  of  industrial 
pollution  in  Chelsea  and  its  possible  relation  to  the  socioeconomic  status  of  Chelsea 
residents.20  The  survey  revealed  that  the  most  significant  industrial  pollution  sources  in 
Chelsea  are  found  in  the  city's  eastern  sections  in  close  proximity  to  residential 
neighborhoods,  and  in  the  speirsely  populated  western  industrial  section.  The  survey  also 
recognized  that  higher  levels  of  pollution  appear  to  be  present  in  neighborhoods  with  a 
higher  percentage  of  low-income  residents  or  minority  populations.  According  to  the 
survey,  the  census  tract  with  the  highest  percentage  of  people  of  color  living  below  the 
poverty  line  (census  tract  1605)  experienced  the  highest  level  of  continuous  toxic  releases. 
In  addition,  the  survey  concludes  that  the  two  census  tracts  with  the  highest  percentage 
of  Hispanic  residents  (census  tracts  1602  and  1604)  demonstrated  a  higher  incidence  of 
toxic  releases  than  other  parts  of  the  city. 

The  survey  recommended  that  public  access  to  information  on  industrial  toxic  hazards 
needs  to  improve,  and  that  a  closer  examination  of  such  hazards  in  close  proximity  to 
residential  neighborhoods  and  schools  be  conducted.  This  survey  did  not  compare 
industrial  toxic  release  findings  of  Chelsea  with  other  exposures  in  other  communities. 

Brownfield  Initiatives 

EPA  has  selected  the  43  acre  Everett  Avenue  Urban  Renewal  District  in  Chelsea  as  a 
Brownfieids  Assessment  Demonstration  Pilot.  The  objective  of  the  project  is  to  assess  and 
plan  for  the  clean  up  of  the  area  in  order  to  encourage  redevelopment  of  the  site.  An  EPA 
grant  was  also  provided  to  STRIVE-Boston  Employment  Services,  Inc.  for  a  Brownfieids 
Job  Training  Development  Demonstration  PUot  to  train  60  low-income  participants  from 
Chelsea  as  environmental  technicians. 


20     The  Massachusetts  Toxics  Campaign  Fund,  Industrial  Pollution  in  Chelsea,  1 998. 
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6.8.6.2  Community  Initiatives 

There  are  numerous  community  groups  active  in  environmental  initiatives,  including  the 
Chelsea  Human  Services  Collaborative /Green  Space  and  Recreation  Committee,  and  the 
Chelsea  Creek  Action  Group,  a  coalition  of  the  East  Boston  Ecumenical  Community 
Council,  Neighborhoods  for  Affordable  Housing,  and  the  Chelsea  Human  Services 
Collaborative /Green  Space  and  Recreation  Committee. 

The  Chelsea  Human  Services  Collaborative  was  awiu-ded  an  EPA  Educational  Grant  in 
1997  to  provide  educational  outreach  programs  focused  on  environmental  issues  in 
Chelsea.  This  organization  also  received  an  EPA  Environmental  Justice  Grant  in  1998  to 
halt  the  expansion  of  and  to  address  environmental  and  public  health  hazards  associated 
with  the  100,000-ton  Eastern  Minerals  rock  salt  receiving,  storage  and  distribution  site 
located  on  Chelsea  Creek.  The  Chelsea  Human  Services  Collaborative  also  produced  a 
series  of  maps  that  illustrate  demographics,  land  use,  industrial  facilities,  and  pollution 
sources  in  Chelsea. 

6.8.6.3  Other  Environmental  Documents 

Environmental  documents  filed  with  the  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(MEPA)  Office  relative  to  projects  in  Chelsea  for  the  period  from  1989  to  the  present 
(September  30,  1999)  were  also  reviewed.  Of  those  projects,  only  the  following  three 
resulted  in  the  submission  of  an  EIR: 

■  EOEA  #  10335  -  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  Combined  Sewer  Overflow 

■  EOEA#  9146  -  Parking  Garage,  270  Central  Avenue 

■  EOEA#  8695  -  Boston  Harbor  Dredging  Project,  Berthing  Areas 

The  majority  of  the  ENFs  for  Chelsea  filed  with  MEPA  were  for  new  public  buildings  or 
infrastructure  improvements.  (See  Table  6.8-11  for  a  Ust  of  other  environmental 
documents  filed  with  MEPA.) 

6.8.6.4  Public  Health 

In  addition  to  environmental  effects,  EO  12898  also  directs  federal  agencies  to  consider 
adverse  human  health  effects  of  its  programs,  policies  and  activities.  CEQ  guidelines 
direct  agencies  to  consider  relevant  public  health  data  to  the  extent  that  such  information 
is  reasonably  available. 
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Table  6.8-11 

Environmental  Documents  Filed  with  MEPA 


EOEA 
No. 


Project  Name 


11511  Everett  Avenue  Urban  Revitalization 

1 1476  Ctielsea  Police  Station  Renovation 

1 1 068  Chelsea  Parking  Project 

1 0980  Chelsea  Street  Movable  Bridge 

1 031 1  Chelsea  Early  Learning  Center  at  the  Shurtleff  School 

1 01 00  Proposed  Dredging  in  Chelsea  River/  Eastern  Minerals/ 
SMP  Trust 

9981  Chelsea  Middle  School  Project 

9810  Chelsea  High  School 

9750  Chelsea  Elementary  Schools  Campus 

9487  New  Chelsea  Court  House 

8876  Bridge  Protection  and  Navigation  Improvements  Project 

8806  Revere  Water  Transmission  Main  Project 

841 8  Maintenance  Dredging  at  Three  Marine  Terminals 


Certificate  Date 

April  10, 1998 
March  13, 1998 
Septembers,  1997 
January  9, 1997 
May  10, 1995 
January  13, 1995 

June  23, 1994 
March  10, 1994 
January  21, 1994 
August  9, 1993 

December  23, 1991 
October  10, 1991 

November  23, 1990 


Location 


Everett  Avenue,  Chelsea 
19  Park  Street,  Chelsea 
Eastern  Avenue,  Chelsea 
Chelsea  Street  Bridge,  Chelsea 
76  Congress  Street,  Chelsea 
37  Marginal  Street,  Chelsea 

170-180  Walnut  Street,  Chelsea 

Carter  Street  at  Everett  Avenue,  Chelsea 

399  Eastern  Avenue,  Chelsea 

Williams  Street,  between  Chestnut  Street  and 
Broadway,  Chelsea 

Boston  Inner  Hartjor  at  Tobin  Bridge 

Chelsea:  Hy-Sil  Avenue,  Reservoir  Avenue,  Carrol 
Way,  Prospect  Avenue,  Broadway 

99  Marginal  Street,  Chelsea 

22  Lee  Burbank  Highway,  Revere  - 

900  First  Street,  South  Boston 


8329     Northeast  Petroleum 


August  1 0, 1 990       324  Marginal  Street,  Chelsea 


In  response  to  EO  12898,  public  heidth  issues  in  Chelsea  were  researched.  LocaF^  and 
state22  public  health  agencies,  as  well  as  EPA  Region  1  staff^^,  24  were  interviewed,  and  it 
was  determined  that  there  are  no  published  studies  relative  to  public  health  issues  in 
Chelsea.  The  Massachusetts  General  Hospital,  Memorial  Health  Center  in  Chelsea  is 
collecting  information  regarding  asthma,  but  such  information  has  not  been  published.^^ 
The  only  information  available  for  Chelsea  was  a  summary  public  health  profUe 
prepared  by  the  Institute  for  Health  Policy,  Massachusetts  General  Hospital /Partners 
Healthcare  System.  This  report  indicated  that  in  the  period  from  1989  to  1997,  hospital 
discharges  for  asthma  for  Chelsea  residents  declined  from  a  high  of  433.1  per  100,000 
population  in  1992,  to  a  low  of  244.9  per  100,000  population  in  1997.  However,  the  1997 
rate  of  244.9  for  Chelsea  residents  was  still  higher  than  the  Massachusetts  average  rate  of 


21  Telephone  conversation  with  Frank  Singleton,  Chelsea  Public  Health  Department,  September  10, 1999. 

22  Telephone  conversation  with  Benson  Chin,  Health  Policy  Analyst,  Massachusetts  Department  of  Health  .Division  of  Health  Care  Finance  and  Policy, 
September  21. 1999 

23  Telephone  conversation  with  Peg  Nelson,  Head  Librarian,  EPA  Region  1  library,  Septemt>er  14, 1999 

24  Telephone  conversation  with  Dr.  Mary  Beth  Smuts,  Health  Department.  EPA  Region  1 ,  September  30, 1999 

25  Telephone  conversation  with  Ruth  Gomez,  Asthma  Coordinator.  Chelsea  Memorial  Health  Center.  September  30, 1 999 
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135.5  for  the  same  year.^^  Additional  public  health  information  on  the  City  of  Boston  and 
other  communities  was  found  to  be  available  and  is  presented  in  Section  6.8.7  for 
informational  purposes. 

Interviews  with  local  community  groups  indicate  that  there  are  public  health  concerns 
about  emissions  from  private-sector  petroleum  facilities  along  Chelsea  Creek  (especially 
those  located  near  the  Tobin  Bridge /Marginal  Street  waterfront),  with  the  burning  of 
high-sulfur  fuels  at  Boston  Edison's  Mystic  Plant  in  Everett,  and  with  emissions  from 
diesel  trucks  that  drive  through  Chelsea  neighborhoods.^^ 

The  Chelsea  Creek  Action  Group  was  awarded  an  EPA  grant  in  March  1999  to  conduct  a 
two-year  study  of  environmental  and  health  risks  for  East  Boston  and  Chelsea  residents 
living  near  Chelsea  Creek.  The  purpose  of  the  study  was  to  conduct  a  comprehensive 
outreach  effort  to  ascertain  from  residents,  physicians,  public  health  experts  and 
environmental  leaders  what  their  perspectives  are  about  environmental  and  health  risks  in 
the  Chelsea  Creek  area  in  order  to  help  the  communities  prioritize  actions  that  can  reduce 
those  risks.  A  survey  of  residents  in  East  Boston  and  Chelsea  was  conducted  by  the 
Chelsea  Creek  Action  Group  as  part  of  Phase  1  of  the  comparative  risk  assessment  to 
ascertain  public  opinion  on  issues  regarding  public  health,  the  environment  and  quality 
of  life.  A  total  of  325  people  were  either  interviewed  or  submitted  surveys.  A  large 
number  of  people  (124)  did  not  respond  to  questions  regarding  their  individual  health  or 
community  health  concerns  (86).  Air  pollution  was  listed  as  the  most  frequent 
environmental  concern  (86  respondents),  with  cars,  buses,  airplanes  and  ships  all 
mentioned  as  potential  sources.  Trash  was  listed  second  most  frequently  (65 
respondents)  as  a  concern.  A  little  less  than  half  of  the  residents  responded  to  the 
information  on  quality  of  life  issues  and  no  particular  quality  of  life  issue  was  identified 
as  more  important  than  others.^s  Phase  II  of  the  study  involves  a  resident  community 
group  further  defining  the  major  issues  to  address  by  incorporating  the  results  of  the 
survey  and  additional  technical  information  provided  by  the  EPA,  state  and  city 
agencies.  Phase  II  is  anticipated  to  be  completed  by  the  end  of  2001,  with  a  final  report 
and  possible  action  plan  by  March  2002.  ^9 

Community  health  studies  funded  by  Massport  have  addressed  health  issues  relating  to 
lead  paint  use  in  Chelsea.  The  studies  have  shown  that  elevated  blood  lead  levels  in 
children  are  associated  with  the  presence  of  lead  paint  on  or  in  residential  units. 
Massport  stopped  using  lead-based  paint  on  the  Tobin  Bridge  in  1977,  and  instead 
utilized  an  organic  zinc-based  paint  as  a  substitute.  Portions  of  the  lead  paint  on  the 
bridge  were  removed  via  grit  blasting  that  utilized  a  vacuum  system  to  remove  and 
collect  lead  paint  particles  and  grit  so  that  they  would  not  be  released  to  the  community. 
Massport  financially  supported  a  Chelsea  community  organization  (CAPIC)  that  was 


26  2000  Chelsea  Public  Health  Profile,  A  Report  from  the  Institute  for  Health  Policy,  Massachusetts  General  Hospital/Partners  Healthcare  System  and 
MGH  Community  Benefit  Programs,  no  date.  Provided  by  Luis  Prado,  Director,  Chelsea  Health  and  Human  Services  Department,  1/22/01 . 

27  Conversation  with  Roseanne  Bongiovanni,  Chelsea  Human  Services  Collaborative.  October  4, 1 999 

28  Chelsea  Creek  Action  Group,  Comparative  Risk  Assessment  Stage  1  Report  (Survey  &  Questmnaire).  no  date. 

29  Telephone  conversation  with  Susan  Loucks,  Chelsea  Creek  Action  Group  Project  Coordinator,  January  23, 2001 . 
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conducting  studies  of  elevated  blood  lead  levels  in  children.  Children  and  pregnant 
women  living  near  the  Tobin  Bridge  were  tested,  and  those  children  with  elevated  blood 
lead  levels  were  given  medical  treatment.  In  no  cases  were  the  blood  lead  levels  a  result 
of  the  painting  process  or  lead  flaking  from  the  bridge.  Rather  the  elevations  were  due  to 
the  presence  of  lead  paint  on  or  in  residential  units.  Houses  where  lead  paint  was 
identified  were  eventually  deleaded. 

Massport  also  conducted  an  extensive  soil  removal  program  in  areas  near  the  bridge  with 
elevated  soU  lead  levels,  reg£irdless  of  the  source  of  the  contamination.  Contaminated 
soils  were  replaced  with  clean  soil  and  the  area  revegetated.  Lead  levels  in  the  soil  are 
monitored  annually. 

Currently,  Massport  utilizes  an  aluminized  epoxy  paint  system  that  requires  less  removal 
of  lead  paint  and  employs  power  tool  cleaning  instead  of  grit  blasting.  All  painting 
operations  are  carefully  monitored  for  particulate  emissions  as  well  as  air  lead  levels. 


6.8.7        Other  Public  Health  Studies 

The  available  public  health  studies  for  communities  adjacent  to  Logan  Airport  were 
reviewed,  consistent  with  the  directives  of  CEQ  Guidcmce.  Public  health  status  reports 
prepared  by  the  Boston  Department  of  Health  and  Hospitals  and  the  Boston  Public 
Commission  were  available  for  the  Cit}'  of  Boston.  Comparable  public  health  reports 
were  not  available  from  the  Public  Health  Departments  of  Chelsea,3o  Revere,^^  and 
Winthrop.32  The  available  studies  are  summarized  below  for  informational  purposes. 

Boston  Neighborhood  Health  Status  Report,  Boston  Department  of 
Health  and  Hospitals  (1994) 

This  series  of  reports  identifies  and  discusses  health-related  issues  for  each  of  Boston's 
sixteen  neighborhoods.  These  reports  compare  reportable  data  relative  to  births 
(natality),  deaths  (mortality)  and  illness  (morbidity)  to  the  demographics/ 
socio-economics  of  each  of  the  neighborhoods  and  to  the  City  of  Boston  as  a  whole.  They 
are  intended  to  provide  a  broad  picture  of  the  health  of  the  community,  as  opposed  to  a 
study  correlating  human  health  to  other  environmental  factors.  For  example,  no 
correlation  between  air  pollution  and  public  health  was  made.  Health  status  indicators 
were  also  compared  to  federal  U.S.  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  goals  set 
forth  in  "Healthy  People  2000:  National  Health  Pwmotiort  and  Disease  Prevention  Objectives." 
A  summary  of  key  findings  for  the  neighborhoods  closest  to  the  airport.  East  Boston  and 
South  Boston,  are  presented  below: 


30  Telephone  Conversation  -  Frank  Singleton,  Chelsea  Public  Health  Department,  9/10/99. 

31  Telephone  Conversation  -  Francis  Hyland,  Revere  Public  Health  Department,  9/10/99  /Telephone  conversation  with  Nicolas  Catinazzo,  Revere 
Public  Health  Department,  1/19/01. 

32  Telephone  Conversation  -Bea  Farnham,  Winthrop  Public  Health  Department,  9/14/99/  Telephone  conversation  with  Bea  Famham,  Winthrop  Public 
Health  Department,1/23/01. 
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■  East  Boston — East  Boston  contained  approximately  5.7  percent  of  the  City  of  Boston's 
residents  in  1990.  The  top  five  leading  causes  of  death  in  East  Boston  were:  heart 
disease,  cancers,  accidents,  pneumonia/influenza  and  liver  disease.  The  age  adjusted 
rate  (AAR)  of  cancer  deaths  per  100,000  in  East  Boston  was  134.5,  which  is  close  to  the 
Healthy  People  2000  goal  of  130  deaths  per  100,000  population.  East  Boston  has  a  lower 
rate  of  cancer  deaths  than  Boston  as  a  whole,  which  has  an  AAR  for  cancer  deaths  of 
157.0.  The  overall  standard  mortality  ratio  for  the  East  Boston  population  was  0.86, 
indicating  that  fewer  deaths  occurred  in  East  Boston  than  expected  when  compared  to 
the  mortality  in  Boston  as  a  whole. 

■  South  Boston — South  Boston  contained  approximately  5.1  percent  of  the  City  of 
Boston's  residents  in  1990.  The  top  five  leading  causes  of  death  in  South  Boston  were: 
heart  disease,  both  cerebrovascular  disease  (strokes)  and  accidents,  chronic  obstructive 
pulmonary  disease  and  pneumonia/influenza.  The  age  adjusted  rate  (AAR)  of  cancer 
deaths  per  100,000  in  South  Boston  was  198.3,  which  is  higher  than  the  AAR  for  cancer 
deaths  of  157.0  in  Boston,  and  the  Healthy  People  2000  goal  of  130  deaths  per  100,000 
population.  The  standard  mortality  ratio  for  the  South  Boston  population  was  1.32 
indicating  that  32  percent  more  deaths  occurred  in  South  Boston  than  expected  when 
compared  to  the  mortality  in  Boston  as  a  whole. 

Report  to  the  Mayor,  Health  of  Boston  (1999, 2000) 

The  Health  of  Boston  is  an  annual  public  health  assessment  to  provide  the  local  government 
and  general  pubhc  with  an  overview  of  health  issues  and  problems  that  affect  the  Boston 
population.  The  information  in  this  report  is  used  by  the  Boston  Public  Health  Commission 
to  assist  in  the  estabUshment  of  public  health  priorities  for  the  present  and  future.  The 
report  is  organized  by  health  care  subject,  such  as  lung  cancer,  breast  cancer,  suicide,  infant 
mortality,  HTV/ AIDS,  cigarette  smoking,  health  insurance  and  adolescent  pregnancy.  This 
report  does  not  present  health  issues  in  relation  to  specific  environmental  conditions. 

The  Health  of  Boston  1999  reported  that  the  leading  cause  of  death  in  the  city  was  cancer, 
followed  by  heart  disease,  injury,  cerebrovascular  disease  (stroke)  and  homicide.  Even 
though  it  was  the  top  cause  of  death,  cancer-related  mortality  decreased  by  4.7  percent 
between  1991-1994  and  1995-1997.  The  age-adjusted  lung  cancer  mortality  rate  in  Boston 
decreased  by  10.9  percent  for  the  same  period. 

Cancer,  heart  disease  and  injury  remained  the  top  three  causes  of  death,  but  HTV/  AIDS 
and  substance  abuse  were  reported  as  the  fourth  and  fifth  leading  causes  of  death  in  the 
Health  of  Boston  2000.  Cancer-related  mortality  continued  to  decline,  with  a  5.2%  decrease 
in  between  the  periods  of  1993-1995  and  1996-1998.  The  lung  cancer  age-adjusted 
mortality  rate  of  41.7  deaths  per  100,000  population  is  6.9  percent  below  the  Healthy 
People  2010  target  rate  goal  of  no  more  than  44.8  deaths  per  100,000. 
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The  1999  report  presented  the  status  of  environmental  health  issues  in  Boston, 
specifically  childhood  lead  poisoning  and  asthma.  Asthma  is  a  chronic  inflammatory 
lung  disease  characterized  by  recurrent  and  reversible  symptoms  of  airflow  obstruction. 
House  dust  mites,  cockroaches,  mold,  and  animal  dander  have  been  identified  as  the 
principal  allergens  that  trigger  asthma  symptoms.  Secondhand  smoke,  upper  respiratory 
viral  infections,  and  certain  air  pollutants  can  also  trigger  an  attack  and  worsen  the 
effects  of  allergens.  Asthma  is  the  ninth  leading  cause  of  hospitalizations  in  the  United 
States.  Approximately  6.5  percent  of  the  population  in  Massachusetts  were  estimated  to 
have  asthma  in  1998.  Boston  residents  had  an  average  annual  rate  of  asthma 
hospitalizations  (3.5  per  1000  residents)  that  was  double  the  rate  for  all  Massachusetts 
residents,  with  children  having  the  highest  rates.  The  two  neighborhoods  with  the 
highest  rates  of  asthma  in  1997  based  on  administration  of  the  drug  albuterol  by 
Emergency  Medical  Technicians  were  Dorchester  (30.5  percent)  and  Roxbury  (21.0 
percent),  followed  by  Jamaica  Plain  (9.4  percent)  and  Mattapan  (9.0  percent).  East  Boston 
and  South  Boston  each  accounted  for  4.3  percent  of  the  albuterol  incidents. 

The  2000  report  indicated  that  over  time,  asthma  hospitalization  among  children  has 
declined  in  Boston,  despite  an  increase  in  the  overall  incidence  of  childhood  asthma.  The 
number  of  Boston  residents  under  18  that  were  hospitalized  for  this  condition  in  1998  fell 
11.0%  in  one  year,  from  636  in  1997  to  566  in  1998.  Children  under  five  had  the  highest  rates 
of  asthma  hospitalization,  with  males  more  likely  than  females  to  be  hospitalized  for 
asthma.  Roxbury,  South  Dorchester  and  North  Dorchester  had  the  city's  highest  rate  of 
£isthma  hospitalization  for  males  under  five  years  of  age  for  the  period  of  1994  tol998,  with 
a  rate  per  1,000  population  of  18.6, 14.8  and  13.7,  respectively.  By  comparison,  the  rate  of 
asthma  hospitalization  for  males  under  five  years  of  age  for  the  same  period  for  East 
Boston  was  9.5,  and  the  rate  for  South  Boston  was  8.2.  Roxbury,  Jamaica  Plain,  North 
Dorchester,  and  the  Fenway  had  Boston's  highest  rates  of  asthma  hospitalization  for 
females  under  five  years  of  age,  but  these  rates  were  lower  than  for  males  of  the  same  age. 

South  Boston  Particle  Source  Apportionment  Study  by  the 
Harvard  School  of  Public  Health 

This  ongoing  study  is  attempting  to  characterize  air  quality  within  the  South  Boston  commu- 
nity by  measuring  particulate  matter  and  gaseous  pollutants.  The  purpose  of  the  study  is  to 
identify  and  assess  the  contribution  of  various  air  pollution  sources  through  air  monitoring 
and  modeling,  provide  data  for  the  purposes  of  health  effects  assessment,  and  to  recommend 
measures  to  improve  air  quality  within  the  community  in  a  cost-effective  manner. 

An  air  pollution  monitoring  study  was  conducted  during  the  period  of  January  1995 
through  March  1997  that  measured  particulate  matter  10  micrograms  or  less  in  diameter 
(PM  j„),  and  particulate  matter  2.5  micrograms  or  less  in  diameter  (PM  .J.  Initial  results  of 
the  study  indicate  that  the  majority  of  fine  particles  (PM  , ,)  observed  at  the  Boston 
monitoring  sites  are  associated  mostly  with  sources  located  outside  of  the  Boston 
metropolitan  area,  and  to  a  lesser  extent  with  local  motor  vehicle  emissions.  Particulate 
and  gaseous  air  pollutant  concentrations  observed  during  the  study  were  typical  of  the 
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northeastern  United  States.  In  addition,  the  two-year  average  particulate  concentration 
levels  experienced  in  South  Boston  were  low^er  than  those  experienced  in  other 
Northeastern  urban  environments,  such  as  Washington,  DC,  Philadelphia,  PA,  and 
Nashville,  TN.  The  highest  average  fine  particle  concentrations  in  South  Boston  w^ere 
found  at  the  monitoring  site  adjacent  to  the  Southeast  Expressway  (1-93). 

Winthrop  Community  Health  Survey 

The  July  1999  survey  by  the  Winthrop  Environmental  Health  Facts  Subcommittee,  a 
voluntary  group  made  up  of  residents  of  the  Town  of  Winthrop,  studied  whether  activities 
at  Logan  Airport  have  a  negative  impact  on  their  health.  The  survey  indicated  that 
individuals  residing  in  Winthrop  neighborhoods  surroimding  Logan  Airport  show  a  consi- 
derably higher  incidence  of  respiratory  and  cardiovascular  diseases,  including  lung  cancer, 
chronic  obstructive  pulmoniiry  disease,  asthma  and  allergic  rhinitis,  compared  to  the 
statewide  average.  The  survey  acknowledged  that  it  has  not  been  possible  to  determine 
whether  Logan  Airport  operations  contribute  to  this  health  burden,  since  the  urban 
location  of  these  communities  presents  a  complex  picture  of  pollution  sources. 

The  methodology  uttUzed  in  the  survey  included  dividing  the  town  into  ten 
neighborhoods.  Two  neighborhoods  were  selected  as  likely  representing  areas  of  highest 
and  lowest  exposure.  A  questionnaire  was  devised  and  interviews  conducted  on 
diagnosed  iUnesses,  symptoms,  frequency  and  smoking  history.  The  survey  stated  that 
individuals  in  the  presumed  high  exposure  zones  experienced  approximately  twice  the 
frequency  of  symptoms  when  compared  with  the  presumed  low  exposure  group.  The 
survey  also  recognized  that  the  true  difference  in  exposure  to  airborne  pollutants 
between  the  low  and  high  exposure  groups  is  not  known,  the  total  sample  size  is  small, 
and  that  it  cannot  claim  to  have  proven  an  association  between  airport-related  pollution 
generation  and  respiratory  disease  in  Winthrop. 

The  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Health,  Bureau  of  Environmental  Health 
Assessment  reviewed  the  results  of  the  Winthrop  Health  Study  and  concluded  that  while 
the  study  raised  interesting  questions,  the  methodology  used  to  conduct  the  study  and 
interpret  the  results  limited  the  validity  of  the  conclusions  which  were  drawn  by  the 
investigators.^ 

Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Health/Bureau  of  Environmental  Health 
Assessment  Public  Health  Study 

Language  in  the  1999  state  budget  states  that  "$150,000  shall  be  expended  for  the  purpose 
of  the  Director  of  Environmental  Health  Assessment  to  conduct  an  environmental 
assessment  of  the  health  impacts  of  Logan  Airport  on  any  community  that  is  located 
within  a  five-mile  radius  of  the  airport  and  is  potentially  affected  by  said  airport." 

T 

33  Harvard  School  of  Public  Health,  Report  on  initial  Findings  from  tlie  South  Boston  Air  Quality  Monitoring  Study,  March  26, 1 999. 

34  Letter  from  Susan  K.  Condon,  Director,  Bureau  of  Environmental  Health  Assessment  to  William  P.  Frazier,  Director,  Department  of  Health,  Town  of 
Winthrop  dated  January  5,  2000. 
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The  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Health /Bureau  of  Environmental  Health 
Assessment  (BEHA)  proposes  to  study  the  relationship  between  air  pollution  and  public 
health,  focussing  on  respiratory  and  cardiovascular  effects  for  communities  within  a 
five-mile  radius  of  Log^m  Airport.  BEHA  will  examine  human  exposures  to  jet  fuel 
emissions,  particulate  matter  and  meteorological  factors,  as  well  as  behavioral  (e.g. 
cigarette  smoking),  occupationfd,  and  construction-related  exposures.  Other  potential 
area  sources  such  as  rental  car  and  vehicle  service  and  maintenance  facilities  will  also  be 
examined.  A  series  of  meetings  with  communities  within  the  study  area  as  well  as  with 
Massport  were  held  during  the  summer  of  2000  to  discuss  the  scope  and  methodology 
for  the  study.  The  final  protocol  for  the  study  is  being  developed  and  the  study  is 
expected  to  be  completed  in  the  summer  of  2002. 

Massport's  Participation  in  Air  Quality/Public  Health  Studies 

Massport  has  been  cooperating  with  the  City  of  Boston  and  the  Commonwealth  of 
Massachusetts  on  public  health  issues.  In  September  1995,  the  Secretary  of  the  Executive 
Office  of  Environmental  Affairs  (EOEA)  established  a  Scope  for  the  analysis  of  potential 
environmental  impacts  of  airport-related  air  emissions.  In  response  to  EOEA's  directive, 
Massport  consulted  with  both  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Health  and  the 
Boston  Department  of  Health  and  Hospitals.  Discussions  focused  on  addressing  general 
community  concerns  and  determining  the  nature  and  extent  of  follow-up  required  to 
identify  potential  sources  of  air  emissions. 

In  January  1996,  Massport  reviewed  available  public  health  data,  including  mortality  and 
morbidity  data  from  each  neighborhood  report  and  cancer  incidence  data  available  from 
the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Health.  These  data  indicated  that  causal 
relationships  cannot  be  determined  at  this  time,  a  conclusion  which  was  confirmed  by 
state  and  local  agencies  with  public  health  expertise. 

Massport  has  provided  public  health  agencies  with  off-airport  air  quality  monitoring 
data,  results  from  monitoring  conducted  by  the  Massachusetts  Department  of 
Environmenteil  Protection  (DEP)  adjacent  to  the  Sumner  Tunnel  entrance,  and  emissions 
inventories  compiled  for  the  Logan  Airport  GEIRs  and  Annual  Updates. 

Massport  prepared  the  Soot  Deposition  Study^s  and  shared  the  findings  with  the  Boston 
PubUc  Health  Commission  and  the  state  Department  of  Public  Health.  That  study 
indicated  that  there  were  no  ongoing,  chronic  soot  impacts  from  airport-related  activities 
and  that  soot  deposition  in  communities  adjacent  to  Logan  Airport  resulted  primarily 
from  ambient  urban  conditions,  as  opposed  to  aircraft  sources  at  the  airport. 


35     Soot  Deposition  Study:  Logan  Airport  and  Surrounding  Communities,  prepared  for  Massport,  prepared  by:  KM  Chng  Environment.  Inc.  January 
1997. 
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Since  the  completion  of  the  Boston-Logan  Intematioml  Airport  1994/1995  Generic 
Environmental  Impact  Report,  Massport  has  continued  discussions  with  public  health 
agencies,  and  attended  meetings  and  reviewed  results  from  the  South  Boston  Particle  Source 
Apportionment  Study,  sponsored  by  the  Harvard  School  of  Public  Health  (HSPH).  Massport 
is  also  cooperating  with  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Health/Bureau  of 
Environmental  Health  Assessment  in  the  development  of  the  protocol  for  the  Logan 
Airport  public  health  study.  Massport  will  continue  to  facilitate  monitoring  of 
airport-related  emissions  by  HSPH  £md  DEP  by  assisting  in  monitoring  site  selection  and 
providing  agencies  with  air  quality  data,  airport  activity  data  and  meteorological  data. 

6.8.8        Mitigation  and  Off-Setting  Benefits 

In  making  a  determination  regarding  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  effects  on 
minority  and  low-income  populations,  the  Final  US  DOT  Order  directs  FAA  to  take  into 
account  mitigation  and  enhancement  measures  as  well  as  all  off-setting  benefits  to  the 
affected  minority  and  low-income  populations. 

Mitigation 

Noise  has  been  identified  as  the  only  impact  to  surrounding  communities  associated  with 
implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative.  While  the  noise  impact  in  Chelsea  falls 
below  the  FAA  threshold  for  identifying  significant  adverse  impacts,  Massport  and  the 
FAA  recognize  the  high  representation  of  low-income  and  minority  populations  within 
Chelsea,  and  the  presence  of  pre-existing  environmental  conditions  within  the 
community'  that  are  unrelated  to  Logan.  In  recognition  of  these  factors,  Massport  and  the 
FAA  are  committing  to  providing  sound  insulation  to  all  Chelsea  residents  newly 
included  in  the  project's  65  dB  DNL  contour. 

Noise  impacts  will  be  mitigated  by  sound  insulating  affected  residences  in  Chelsea  that 
fall  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  as  defined  by  the 
29M  Low  Fleet  scenario.  To  the  extent  that  federal  funding  is  provided,  the  proposed 
sound  insulation  program  will  include  not  only  all  residences  that  fall  within  the 
Preferred  Alternative 's  65  dB  DNL  contour  when  compared  to  the  Airside  No  Action 
65  dB  DNL  contour,  but  also  those  that  fall  within  the  actual  1998  65  dB  DNL  contour  as 
presented  in  the  Logan  Airport  1998  Annual  Update.  The  number  of  dwelling  units  in 
Chelsea  to  be  sound  insulated  is  estimated  to  be  1,100  to  1,200  dwelling  units.  For  the 
eligible  residences,  the  FAA  will  fund  building  code  upgrades,  to  the  extent  necessary  to 
implement  sound  insulation.  The  number  of  residences  to  be  included  within  the  noise 
mitigation  program  is  subject  to  a  more  detailed  block  by  block  analysis  to  be  performed 
during  implementation. 
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Off-Setting  Benefits 

The  benefits  associated  with  Logan  Airport  are  provided  without  regard  to  race,  creed, 
color,  or  economic  status,  and  include  the  transportation  services  provided  to  passengers 
flying  in  and  out  of  Logan,  as  well  as  jobs  and  economic  benefits  to  Boston  and  other 
communities  adjacent  to  the  airport. 

Logan  Airport  is  a  significant  contributor  to  the  economy  and  a  major  employer  for  the 
metropolitan  region.  According  to  a  1995  survey,  approximately  14,551  persons  were 
employed  at  the  airport.^^  Of  those  employed  at  Logan,  the  largest  percentage 
(18.5  percent,  or  2698)  live  in  the  City  of  Boston,  with  most  (1230)  living  in  East  Boston. 
Other  communities  with  significant  employment  at  Logan  Airport  include  Revere  (1225), 
Winthrop  (884),  Lynn  (476),  Peabody  (357),  Maiden  (354),  Saugus  (346),  Chelsea  (294), 
Everett  (283),  and  Salem  (210).  These  ten  communities  account  for  49  percent  of  the 
emplo)Tnent  at  Logan. 

Logan  Airport  is  an  essential  component  of  the  economic  health  of  both  the  Metropolitan 
Boston  area  and  the  New  England  region.  The  regional  economy  is  largely  comprised  of 
a  mix  of  travel-intensive  service  industries,  including  high-technology,  financial  services, 
and  tourism,  that  depend  upon  high-quality  air  transportation  services.  It  is  estimated 
that  the  annual  contribution  of  Logan  Airport  to  the  economy  is  $5  billion  of  direct  and 
indirect  local  spending.^'' 

As  part  of  the  Logan  Airside  Improvement  Project,  Massport  is  taking  initiatives  to 
promote  Chelsea's  greater  participation  in  the  economic  benefits  of  Logan.  Currently, 
approximately  294  residents  of  Chelsea  are  employed  at  Logan.  In  an  effort  to  increase 
the  level  of  airport  employment  of  Chelsea  residents,  Massport  will  encourage 
airport-based  employers  to  recruit  employees  from,  and  conduct  job  training  initiatives 
targeted  at  airport  affected  communities  including  Chelsea.  Massport  also  proposes  to 
work  with  the  Chelsea  Chamber  of  Commerce  to  establish  business  connections  with 
Chelsea  businesses. 

Massport  is  also  facilitating  increased  airport  employment  opportunities  and  other 
economic  initiatives  for  Chelsea.  Currently,  Massport  provides  to  Chelsea  $500,000  in 
armual  in-lieu-of-tax  payments;  $500,000  in  economic  development  grants;  and 
approximately  $70,000  in  annual  grants  for  student  summer  employment  programs, 
scholarships,  athletic,  elderly  and  educational  programs.  In  addition  the  $300,000  Chelsea 
Gateway  Beautification  Project  that  will  landscape  the  entrances  to  the  City  of  Chelsea 
from  the  Tobin  Bridge  is  expected  to  begin  constiuction  in  the  spring  of  2001. 


36  1 995  Logan  Employment  Survey,  Massachusetts  Port  Auttiority. 

37  Fiscal  1998  Logan  Economic  Impact  Study,  Massactiusetts  Port  Auttiority. 
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6.8.9        Public  Participation  Process 

6.8.9.1  Public  Participation  Directives 

Under  NEPA  and  the  federal  Environmental  Justice  policy,  agencies  should  work  to 
ensure  that  public  documents,  notices,  and  other  information  relating  to  impacts  of  the 
proposed  action  on  human  health  and  the  environment  are  concise,  understandable,  and 
readily  available  to  the  public,  including  minority  and  low-income  populations.  Public 
participation  should  occur  early  in  the  NEPA  process  and  should  continue  through 
scoping,  draft,  and  final  EIS  phases.  Environmental  justice  review  should  heighten 
attention  to  Alternatives,  mitigation  strategies,  monitoring  needs  and  preferences 
expressed  by  the  affected  community  or  population.  Pursuant  to  the  Final  US  DOT 
Order,  meaningful  opportunities  for  public  involvement  by  members  of  minority 
populations  and  low-income  populations  are  to  be  provided  during  the  planning  and 
development  of  activities.  Additionally,  access  to  public  information  concerning  the 
human  health  and  environmental  impacts  of  activities,  including  information  that  will 
address  the  concerns  of  minority  and  low-income  populations,  is  to  be  provided. 

6.8.9.2  Public  Participation  for  the  Airside  Improvement  Project 

Since  the  initial  scoping^  of  the  proposed  Logan  Airside  Improvement  Project,  and 
throughout  each  phase  of  the  environmental  review  process,  FAA  and  Massport  have 
established  a  dialogue  with  community  leaders  and  the  public  through  public  hearings, 
briefings,  responses  to  comment  letters,  and  circulation  of  the 

Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  public  review  and  comment.^^  Over  700  copies  of  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  were  distributed  for  public  review  including  copies  sent  to 
the  Chelsea  Human  Services  Collaborative,  the  Centro  Hispano  de  Chelsea,  and  the 
Chelsea  Commission  on  Hispanic  Affairs.  Copies  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
were  also  distributed  to  every  public  library  in  each  of  the  28  communities  represented 
on  the  CAC.  Approximately  1,300  comment  letters  were  received  on  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR. 

Over  100  meetings,  designed  to  elicit  participation  from  community  leaders  and  the 
public  at  large,  have  taken  place  since  the  project  scoping.  To  encourage  participation 
Massport  conducted  meetings  in  more  than  15  communities  surrounding  Boston  and 
Logan,  including  Chelsea,  Winthrop,  East  Boston,  South  Boston,  Charlestown,  Revere, 
Jamaica  Plain,  Milton,  Dorchester  and  Roxbury. 


▼ 

38  Massport,  Proposed  Scope:  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  Logan  Airside  Improvement  Planning  Project"  (Ttie  initial  stage  of  this  evaluation  is  a 
planning  effort  tfiat  is  designed  to  use  the  operations  and  environmental  analysis,  and  related  public  input  process  to  further  assess  the  efficacy  and 
interelationship  of  the  various  innprovement  concepts.)  (1995). 

39  66  comment  letters  were  received  in  response  to  the  Environmental  Notification  Form  (ENF).  See  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  Executive  Office 
of  Environmental  Affairs,  Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the  Environmental  Notification  Form  for  Logan  Airside  Project 
improvements  Planning  Project  EOEA  #10458  (Nov.  22, 1995).  Response  to  comments  on  the  ENF  were  provided  in  Volume  II  of  the  Logan  Airside 
Project  improvements  Planning  Project,  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR. 
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The  Airside  Review  Committee  (ARC)  was  formed  in  December  1995,  to  provide 
advisory  input  from  the  community  to  Massport  and  the  FAA.  The  ARC  consists  of  the 
Logan  Airport  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  (CAC)  to  Massport  and  representatives  of 
regional  business  and  aviation  organizations.  The  CAC  is  comprised  of  representatives 
from  28  neighborhoods,  cities  and  towns.  The  ARC  has  met  15  times  since  it  was  formed, 
providing  an  exchange  of  ideas  and  concerns  at  every  stage  of  the  project  development 
process,  emd  there  have  been  approximately  15  additional  meetings  with  the  CAC  that 
Massport  staff  have  attended.  Extensive  information  about  the  proposed  action  and  its 
environmental  impacts  was  presented  to  the  ARC  by  agency  staff  and  consultants,  and 
ARC  members  commented,  questioned,  and  discussed  their  concerns  with  technical 
presenters  and  Massport  planning  staff. 

Presentations  to  the  public  were  provided  in  various  formats,  from  briefings  to  large 
public  meetings.  For  example,  Massport  provided  a  briefing  to  Chelsea  community 
leaders  on  January  19, 1999.  There  were  approximately  35  people  in  attendance, 
including  members  of  the  Chelsea  City  Council,  and  representatives  of  community 
groups.  At  the  March  3, 1999  Chelsea  City  Council  public  hearing,  over  one  hundred 
citizens  had  the  opportunity  to  speak  and  comment  to  Massport  officials  following  a 
presentation  of  the  proposed  project;  the  meeting  was  broadcast  on  the  local  cable 
station.  Consistent  with  FAA  poUcy  of  providing  tianslation  on  request,  a 
Spanish-lemguage  interpreter  was  present  at  the  February  23, 1999  meeting  with  the  Latin 
American  Planning  and  Development  Group,  at  which  representatives  of  the  Chelsea 
Hispanic  Commimity  were  present. 

At  public  meetings  and  at  the  request  of  interested  community  members,  Massport  has 
provided  fuU  access  to  the  public  concerning  the  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning 
Project  and  its  associated  social  and  environmental  effects.  At  meetings,  Massport  and 
FAA  officials  have  provided  an  overview  of  Logan  Airport's  current  operations  and  the 
need  for  changes.  In  addition,  they  have  described  the  impacts  of  proposed  changes  on 
particular  conununities  and  efforts  to  mitigate  adverse  noise  impacts.  Public 
participation  has  resulted  in  additional  studies  and  refinement  of  the  mitigation 
program.  (See  Chapter  8  for  a  discussion  of  mitigation.) 

6.8.10       Summary  of  Findings 

The  Preferred  Alternative  is  intended  to  reduce  congestion  and  delay  at  Logan,  and  to 
increase  the  safety  and  efficiency  of  airport  operations. 

A  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  effect  means  an  adverse  effect  that  is  predominately 
borne  by  a  protected  population,  or  an  adverse  effect  which  is  appreciably  more  severe  or 
greater  in  magnitude  in  its  impact  on  a  protected  population  than  on  other  populations 
which  are  also  affected.  The  Final  US  DOT  Order  directs  FAA  to  determine  whether  its 
programs,  policies,  and  activities  will  have  a  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  impact 
on  minority  or  low-income  communities,  taking  account  of  mitigation,  enhancement 
measures,  and  all  off-setting  benefits  to  the  affected  populations,  as  well  as  the  design. 
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comparative  impacts,  and  the  relevant  number  of  similar  existing  system  elements  in 
non-minority  and  non-low-Lncome  areas. 

There  is  no  disproportionate  adverse  impact  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative.  The 
increased  exposure  to  aircraft  noise  is  0.6  dB  or  less  in  affected  commimities,  which  is 
below  the  FAA  threshold  for  determining  significant  adverse  impacts.  Mitigation  of  the 
increased  noise  will  be  provided  in  the  form  of  sound  insulation. 

In  addition,  off-setting  economic  benefits  will  be  provided  to  Chelsea  to  help  that 
community  participate  more  fully  in  the  economic  benefits  of  Logan. 

Taking  account  of  the  small  incremental  noise  impacts  within  the  affected  areas,  the 
proposed  sound  insulation  and  economic  initiatives,  the  economic  benefits  of  Logan 
Airport  in  which  Chelsea  residents  will  share,  2md  the  safety,  operational,  and 
environmental  benefits  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  to  the  population  at  large  that  are  not 
achievable  under  other  Alternatives,  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  not  have  a 
disproportionate  high  and  adverse  impact  on  minority  or  low-income  conxmunities. 


6.9    Construction  Impacts 

This  section  provides  an  overview  and  description  of  the  proposed  airside  improvement 
construction  activities  and  associated  impacts.  Constiuction  activities  associated  with  the 
Preferred  Alternative  include  Runway  14/32  and  the  Centerfield  Taxiway,  as  well  as 
taxiway  reahgnments  and  extensions  associated  with  Taxiway  Delta,  Taxiway  November 
and  the  configuration  of  the  Southwest  Comer.  All  constiuction  phases  and  sequences 
would  be  carefully  planned  to  ensure  the  continued  safe  and  efficient  operation  of  the 
airport,  and  the  successful  and  timely  completion  of  the  project. 

Potential  impacts  resulting  from  the  construction  of  the  Airside  Project  improvements 
Planning  Project  can  be  separated  into  two  broad  categories  for  discussion  purposes: 
impacts  on  the  direct  users  of  the  airfield,  and  impacts  on  the  group  consisting  of  the 
surrounding  communities  and  other  users  of  the  airport  in  general.  It  is  Massport's  goal 
to  avoid  or  to  mitigate  such  impacts  to  the  maximum  extent  possible. 

The  estimate  of  tiuck  volumes  presented  in  this  Supplement^  DEIS/FEIR  is  less  than  that 
presented  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  which  had  assumed  a  worst  case  scenario. 
Since  publication  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  a  subsurface  investigation  (boring) 
program  was  undertaken  to  characterize  the  suitability  of  the  soils  for  construction  of  the 
Airside  Project  improvements.  This  investigation  found  that  much  of  the  existing  soil 
material  on  the  airport  is  suitable  for  constiuction,  and  thus  the  total  estimate  of  soil  to  be 
excavated  and  removed  from  the  airfield  has  been  reduced.  (See  Section  6.7  for  a  more 
detailed  discussion  of  soil  characteristics.)  This  in  turn  reduces  the  amount  of  tiuck  trips 
required  for  constiuction.  In  addition,  the  Airside  Project  E)raft  EIS/EIR  had  assumed  that 
215,000  cubic  yards  of  soil  stockpiled  by  the  Massachusetts  Highway  Department  Central 
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Artery  Project  (CA/T)  on  Governors  Island  would  need  to  be  relocated  to  construct 
Runway  14/32.  However,  this  has  been  moved  off-site  for  use  as  cover  material  to  close  the 
Rubchinuk  Landfill  in  Middleton,  Massachusetts.  (See  Section  5.7.2  for  additional 
discussion.)  Transfer  of  the  approximately  240,000  cubic  yards  of  the  CA/T  soil  from 
Governor's  Island  was  completed  in  November  2000.  See  Table  6.9-1  for  excavate  material 
quantities  from  Logan  Airside  Project  improvements. 


Table  6.9-1 

Excavated  Material  From  Construction  of  Logan  Airside  Project  improvements 


Total  Excavated 
Material  * 
(cubic  yards) 

Unclassified 
Excavate  Reused 
On  Site 
(cubic  yards) 

Unclassified 
Excavate  Removed 
from  Site 
(cubic  yards) 

Existing 
Bituminous  Pavement 
Removed  from  Site 
(cubic  yards) 

Runway  14/32 

111,000 

37,000 

45,000 

29,000 

Centerfield  Taxiway 

52,000 

41,000 

11,000 

0 

Southwest  Comer 

14,000 

5,000 

0 

9,000 

Taxiway 

Taxiway  November 

55,000 

500 

43,000 

11,500 

Taxiway  Delta 

32,000 

0 

32,000 

0 

TOTAL 

264,000 

83,500 

131,000 

49,500 

Source:  HNTB  12/1/99 

Includes  soil  and  existing  bituminous  pavement. 
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Construction  Elements  of  the  Preferred  Alternative 


This  section  describes  the  individual  construction  elements  of  the  Preferred  Alternative. 
A  summary  of  construction  costs  and  duration  of  the  Preferred  Alternative,  by  individual 
construction  elements,  is  presented  in  Table  6.9-2. 


Table  6.9-2 

Summary  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  by  Construction  Elements 


Construction  Element 


Unidirectional  Runway  14/32 
Centerfield  Taxiway 

Southwest  Taxiway  System  Reconfiguration 
Taxiway  Delta  Extension 
November  Taxiway  Realignment 
TOTAL 


Construction 
Cost  Estimate 
($  millions) 


33 
20 
14 
6 
3 

$76 


Estimated 
Construction  Period 
(Days^)  

300 
See  Note  2 
240 
180 
180 

Phased  over  +  5  years 


1  Days  are  consecutive  calendar  days,  inclusive  of  Saturdays  and  Sundays.  Does  not  include  winter  construction  shut  down  penod. 

2  Constnjction  of  the  northern  segment  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  is  estimated  to  take  1 80  days;  construction  of  the  southem 
segment  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  is  estimated  to  take  210  days.  There  Is  some  overlap  of  the  two  construction  periods. 
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6.9.1 .1      Unidirectional  Runway  1 4/32 

This  element  involves  the  construction  of  a  new  5,000-foot  runway  and  associated  taxiway. 
The  runway  would  be  100  feet  wide  with  two  35-foot  wide  paved  shoulders.  The  project 
would  also  include  reconstruction  of  2,000  feet  of  existing  pavement  in  the  South  Cargo 
Area  for  use  as  a  taxiway  to  the  Runway  14  end. 

Construction  of  Runway  14/32  would  require  the  removal  of  existing  surface  vegetation 
and  approximately  29,000  cubic  yards  of  pavement  and  45,000  cubic  yards  of  unclassified 
excavated  soil  material,  which  will  be  taken  off-site  for  reuse/ recycling.  The  subsurface 
investigation  conducted  in  the  area  of  the  Airside  Project  improvements  found  that  the 
soils  in  the  vicinity  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  are  well  drained  and  provide  a  suitable 
foundation  for  construction.  Therefore,  less  soil  material  needs  to  be  removed  from  the  site 
than  had  been  assumed  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR.  A  subbase  and  crushed 
aggregate  base  course  wiU  be  placed  prior  to  paving  with  a  bituminous  concrete  mix.  AH 
aggregate  base  would  be  obtained  from  commercial  sites  rather  than  disturbed  sites. 
Should  Massport  need  to  find  new  sites  for  aggregate  base  or  sand  materials,  Massport  wiU 
do  so  from  sites  that  have  undergone  the  appropriate  environmental  review  and 
permitting  processes.  A  runway /taxiway  drainage  system  would  be  constructed  and 
integrated  into  the  existing  airfield  drainage  system,  and  conduits  for  lighting  and  other 
instrumentation  would  be  installed. 

Construction  of  Runway  14/32  would  require  demolition  of  BuUdings  60  and  61  in  the 
South  Cargo  area,  which  together  have  a  total  footprint  of  155,000  square  feet.  Both 
buildings  are  essenhaUy  large  hangar-type  spaces  with  truck  loading  docks  located  along 
the  landside  and  large  roll-up  doors  located  along  the  airside  for  passage  of  freight  and 
cargo.  Ground  floor  slabs  and  exterior  foundation  walls  are  poured  concrete.  Exterior  walls 
are  primarily  metal  panels  over  steel  framing,  with  some  masonry  construction  between 
the  loading  dock  roll-up  doors  at  the  landside.  Flat  roofs  are  supported  by  steel  columns, 
girders  and  trusses.  DemoliHon  of  these  buildings  would  yield  approximately  35,000  cubic 
yards  of  construction  debris.  Table  6.9-3  provides  a  breakdown  of  construction  debris  by 
type  of  material.  All  demolition  material  wUl  be  recycled  to  the  extent  feasible. 


Table  6.9-3 

Total  Estimated  Building  Demolition  Materials 


Volume 

Material  (cubic  yards) 

Subsoil  6,400 

Concrete  9,400 

Masonry  9,100 

Metal  4,000 

Miscellaneous  Building  Materials  5,700 

Total  34,600 
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6.9.1 .2  Centerfield  Taxiway 

The  Centerfield  Taxiway  would  be  constructed  between,  and  parallel  to,  Runways  4L/22R 
and  4R/22L.  The  taxiway  would  be  9,300  feet  long  (a  length  that  incorporates  some  elements 
of  the  southwest  taxiway  system)  and  100  feet  wide,  with  two  paved  shoulders  each  35  feet 
wide.  A  parallel  service  road,  24  feet  wide,  would  be  constructed  along  the  eastern  side  of  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway. 

Construction  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  would  entail  the  removal  of  existing  vegetated  soU. 
Approximately  11,000  cubic  yards  of  existing  soil  will  be  excavated  and  removed  from  the 
site  and  replaced  with  coarser  and  better  draining  materials  to  form  a  suitable  base. 
Approximately  41,000  cubic  yards  of  unclcissified  excavate  wlU  be  reused  on  site.  The  taxiway 
drainage  system  would  be  constructed  and  integrated  into  the  existing  airfield  drainage 
system,  and  conduits  for  lighting  and  other  taxiway  instrumentation  would  be  installed. 

Construction  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  would  take  place  in  two  segments:  Centerfield 
Taxiway-North,  situated  between  Taxiway  Romeo  and  Runway  15R/33L,  and  Centerfield 
Taxiway-South,  between  Runway  15R/33L  and  Taxiway  Whiskey. 

6.9.1 .3  Southwest  Corner  Taxiway  System  Reconfiguration 

Optimization  of  the  present  southwest  comer  taxiway  system  would  entail  the  realignment 
of  Taxiways  Alpha,  Echo,  KUo,  Sierra  and  Whiskey,  and  integration  of  the  Centerfield 
Taxiway.  Approximately  9,000  cubic  yards  of  existing  bituminous  pavement  would  be 
excavated  and  removed  from  the  site.  No  existing  soil  would  be  removed  from  the  site  for 
construction  of  these  improvements.  Approximately  5,000  cubic  yards  of  unclassified 
excavate  wUl  be  reused  on  site. 

Construction  would  consist  of  restriping  existing  pavement  and  the  placement  of  new 
pavement  and  drainage  in  other  areas.  As  noted  in  Section  6.5.1,  approximately  6.1  acres  of 
new  vegetated  area  would  be  created  upon  completion  of  the  taxiway  optimization. 

6.9.1 .4  Taxiway  Delta  Extension 

Taxiway  Delta  would  be  extended  approximately  1,800  feet  from  the  intersection  with 
Taxiway  Charlie  southwest  to  Runway  4R/22L.  Associated  with  this  extension  would  be  a 
slight  realignment  of  the  east  end  of  Taxiway  Echo  to  meet  Taxiway  Delta.  Taxiway  Delta 
would  be  100  feet  wide  with  two  35  foot  paved  shoulders.  It  is  estimated  that  32,000  cubic 
yards  of  soil  material  would  be  excavated  and  removed  from  the  site  during  constiuction. 

6.9.1.5  Taxiway  November  Realignment 

The  realignment  of  Taxiway  November  would  consist  of  the  reconstruction  of 
approximately  1,800  linear  feet  of  pavement,  resulting  in  a  taxiway  100  feet  wide  with 
two  35-foot  wide  paved  shoulders.  A  majority  of  the  area  to  be  reconstructed  is  within 
the  footprint  of  the  existing  taxiway,  and  construction  would  result  in  the  excavation  and 
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removal  of  approximately  43,000  cubic  yards  of  fill  and  11,500  cubic  yards  of  existing 
bituminous  pavement.  Approximately  500  cubic  yards  of  material  will  be  reused  on  site. 

6.9.2        Construction  Sequence 

A  multi-year  phased  construction  sequencing  program  has  been  designed  to  implement 
the  construction  elements  of  the  Airside  Project.  The  following  policies  guide  the  logic  of 
the  sequence: 

1.  Aircraft  operational  and  safety  needs  take  precedence  over  construction  activity. 
Airport  activity,  runway  configurations  and  so  on  dictate  construction  sequence, 
phasing  and  pace  -  not  vice  versa.  Particularly  where  construction  entails  tying  into 
an  existing  runway  or  taxiway,  Massport  Operations  personnel  would  strictly  control 
construction  activity,  in  close  coordination  with  FAA  air  traffic  control  personnel. 

2.  Construction  of  Runway  14/32  would  occur  first.  This  runway  would  significantly 
decrease  congestion  and  delay  at  Logan,  and  would  provide  increased  flexibility  to 
FAA  control  tower  personnel  and  Massport  in  devising  taxiway  routings  during 
reconfiguration  of  the  Southwest  Taxiway  System. 

3.  The  Centerfield  Taxiway  would  be  built  after  Runway  14/32.  This  would  permit 
Massport  to  address  taxiway  congestion  and  delay  at  Logan,  thus  eliminating  some 
elements  of  noise  and  air  quality  emissions.  Once  in  place,  the  Centerfield  Taxiway 
would  permit  new  taxi  patterns  bypassing  the  Southwest  Comer  to  be  established, 
thus  isolating  it  and  enabling  construction  activity  to  proceed  in  this  location. 

4.  Taxiway  improvements  would  then  be  addressed  in  an  order  which  further 
promotes  airfield  safety  and  efficiency. 

The  work  would  be  phased  over  five  years,  beginning  in  Year  1  with  construction  of 
Runway  14/32.  A  year-by-year  summary  of  construction  activity  is  illustrated  in  Table  6.9-4. 

6.9.2.1      Construction  Activities 

A  series  of  different  construction  contracts  would  be  issued  for  each  of  the  construction 
elements  to  be  accomplished.  The  contractor(s)  would  be  required  to  work  an  accelerated 
schedule  during  the  first,  second  and  third  years  in  order  to  complete  all  of  the  proposed 
work.  This  would  require  the  contractor  to  work  extended  periods  of  time  (six  or  seven 
days  a  week,  12  to  16  hours  a  day)  or  the  weekends  at  critical  points  in  time.  Construction 
work  will  occur  primarily  during  the  period  of  April  through  December  with  the 
exception  of  demolition  work  in  the  South  Cargo  area,  which  could  occur  during  the 
months  of  January,  February,  and  March  if  the  weather  permits. 
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Table  6.9-4 

Construction  Sequence  and  Schedule 


Construction  Element 


Runway  14/32 

Centerfield  Taxiway 

Southwest  Taxiway 
System  Reconfiguration 
Taxiway  Delta  Extension 

Taxiway  November  Realignment 


Yearl 
2003 
Quarter 


Year  2 
2004 
Quarter 
1   2   3  4 


Years 
2007 
Quarter 


The  general  nature  of  the  construction  activity  is  similar  to  that  of  a  highw^ay  construction 
or  rehabilitation  project:  excavation;  placement  and  compaction  of  fill;  installation  of 
electrical  conduits,  drainage  pipes  and  appurtenances;  placement  of  asphalt;  and 
installation  of  airport  lighting  and  navigation  systems. 

Figure  6.9-1  illustrates  the  year-by-year  location  of  construction  activities. 

Yearl 

■  Construction  Element   Runway  14/32 

■  Work  Periods   January  2003  -  December  2003 

Following  the  receipt  of  all  environmental  and  procedural  clearances,  construction  of 
Runway  14/32  wiU  begin  with  the  following  preliminary  items:  relocation  of  the 
Runway  27  localizer  (a  navigation  aid)  and  realignment  of  Taxiway  Bravo;  relocation  of  the 
tenants  and  operations  in  Building  60,  and  the  subsequent  demolition  of  Building  60  and  61. 

Runway  14/32  is  intended  to  be  operational  for  visual  flight  rules  (VFR)  operations  in 
late  2003  or  early  2004,  after  FAA  flight  checks. 

Most  construction  work  for  Runway  14/32  would  occur  during  daylight  hours. 
However,  at  critical  locations,  such  as  the  realignment  of  Taxiway  Bravo  the  intersection 
with  Runway  4R,  construction  will  take  place  at  night  and /or  weekends  during  periods 
of  decreased  airfield  activity. 


Year  2 


Construction  Element  Centerfield  Taxiway 

Work  Periods  April  2004  -  December  2004 
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Construction  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  will  include  excavation  and  placement  of 
subgrade  material,  paving,  drainage,  electrical  work  and  tie-ins  to  the  existing  taxiway 
systems  as  well  as  final  grading,  loam  and  seeding. 

EHiring  the  construction  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway,  the  contractor's  forces  will  have  to 
obtain  ATC  tower  clearance  to  cross  active  taxiways  and  runways. 

Years 

■  Construction  Element  Southwest  Taxiway  System  Reconfiguration 

■  Work  Periods  April  2005  -  December  2005 

Nighttime  and  weekend  construction  will  be  necessary  for  the  reconfiguration  of  the 
Southwest  Taxiway  System,  due  to  the  operational  sensitivity  of  these  taxiways.  Small 
sections  of  the  overall  project  will  be  phased  to  minimize  operational  impacts  to  the 
airport.  For  construction  to  proceed,  requests  will  be  made  to  Massport  Operations  and 
FAA  ATC  personnel  to  pavement  these  sections  to  aircraft  traffic  on  a  nightly  basis 
(11:00  PM  to  6:00  AM)  or  during  "weekend  specials"  (11:00  PM  Friday  to  2:00  PM 
Sunday).  ConstrucHon  wUl  take  place  within  these  limited  periods. 

Year  4 

■  Construction  Items  Taxiway  Delta  Extension 

■  Work  Periods  April  2006  -  September  2006 

A  major  portion  of  the  Taxiway  Delta  extension  will  be  constructed  during  the  daytime 
period.  Given  the  proximity  of  multiple  runways  and  the  required  crossing  of  these 
runways  by  contractor  vehicles  and  equipment,  construction  activity  in  this  area  is 
particularly  sensitive.  Tie-ins  of  Taxiway  Delta  to  the  existing  runways  and  other 
taxiways  will  require  nighttime  or  weekend  construction  to  minimize  operational 
impacts. 

Years 

■  Construction  Element  November  Taxiway  Realignment 

■  Work  Periods  April  2007  to  September  2007 

As  construction  here  would  impact  operations  on  Runways  15R  and  15L,  as  well  as 
ground  movements  of  aircraft  taxiing  to /from  Runways  22R  and  22L,  the  bulk  of 
construction  activity  will  take  place  at  night  and  weekends.  Operational  impacts  to 
taxiing  aircraft  wUl  be  mitigated  by  assigning  this  traffic  to  the  Centerfield  Taxiway. 
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6.9.3        Airfield  Operations 

Construction  must  not  interfere  with  the  ability  of  the  existing  airfield  to  efficiently  process 
the  tens  of  thousands  of  passengers  who  pass  through  Logan  Airport  on  a  daily  basis.  In 
addition,  the  safety  of  these  passengers  and  airline  crews  during  construction  must  be 
assured.  The  construction  process  has  been  planned  bearing  these  two  issues  in  mind. 

A  multi-year  construction  sequence  will  be  employed  to  minimize  potentiid  disruptions 
on  the  airfield  and  to  the  staffing  levels  and  work  loads  of  ATC  personnel.  A 
Construction  Phasing  Plan,  with  these  same  goals,  will  be  developed  in  close 
coordination  with  Massport  Operations,  and  FAA  control  tower  personnel.  Massport  will 
take  the  appropriate  steps  to  ensure  that  all  functions  of  the  airfield  continue  to  be 
provided  in  an  efficient  and  safe  manner  during  the  construction  period,  and  that  any 
impacts  to  users  that  do  occur  are  kept  to  a  minimal  level. 

While  the  implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  presents  challenges  to  Massport, 
Massport  addresses  such  challenges  frequently,  as  construction  on  and  maintenance  of 
the  airfield  are  continuous  Massport  activities. 

The  operational  and  safety  procedures  which  Massport  and  FAA  have  developed  and 
employed  successfully  on  past  projects  will  be  applied  to  the  improvements  proposed  in 
the  Airside  Project. 

6.9.3.1      FAA  Regulations  Governing  Construction  on  Airfields 

AU  construction  activity  at  Logan  Airport  is  governed  by  FAA  Advisory  Circular  (AC) 
150/5370-2C,  Operation  Safety  on  Airports  During  Construction.  This  document 
prescribes  both  general  and  specific  measures  to  be  employed  during  construction, 
including  the  following  provision: 

"Each  bidding  document  (construction  plans  and/or  specifications)  for  airport 
development  work  or  air  navigation  facility  (NAVAID)  installation  involving 
aircraft  operational  areas  should  incorporate  a  section  on  safety  on  airports 
during  the  construction  actiz'ity.  The  section,  as  a  minimum,  should  contain 
the  appropriate  provisions  outlined  in  appendix  1  to  this  AC.  (Para.  5b)" 

There  is  one  guiding  precept  to  the  FAA  regulations:  aircraft  operational  and  safety 
needs  take  precedence  over  construction.  In  practice,  this  translates  to  the  following: 
construction  activity  adjusts  both  in  location  and  in  timing  to  airport  runway 
configurations  and  taxiway  patterns.  In  other  words,  runway  configurations  will  not  be 
altered  to  accommodate  construction,  except  in  instances  where  a  number  of  runway 
configurations  are  available  to  the  FAA  personnel  in  ATC,  and  after  coordination  with 
FAA  personnel  as  described  below. 
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Massport  follows  FAA  AC  150/5370-2C  beginning  with  preliminary  design  and 
continuing  throughout  the  construction  period.  A  detailed  safety  section  is  presently 
included  in  all  Massport  bidding  documents  covering  construction  activity  on  the 
airfield,  and  such  a  section  will  be  included  in  all  construction  bid  documents  (and 
subsequent  construction  contracts)  for  work  on  this  project. 

6.9.3.2      Airfield  Operational  Safety  during  Airside  Project  Construction 
Preliminary  Design 

To  minimize  impacts  on  airfield  operations,  careful  coordination  would  begin  in  the 
early  stages  of  design  to  develop  a  coordinated  Construction  Phasing  Plan  for  daily 
implementation.  EXxrrng  the  development  of  the  Construction  Phasing  Plan, 
representatives  from  Logan  Airport  Operations,  and  the  FAA  wiU  be  consulted. 

The  Construction  Phasing  Plan  would  identify  the  following: 

■  a  preliminary  phasing  plan,  indicating  the  sequence  of  construction; 

■  construction  areas,  with  nearby  runways  and  taxiways  and  clearance  requirements 
clearly  demarked  and  highlighted; 

■  specific  start  and  stop  dates; 

■  hours  and  days  of  the  week  when  the  contractor  is  allowed  to  work  within  certain 
operationally  sensitive  areas  of  the  airport; 

■  protocol  and  procedures  for  notifying  FAA  air  traffic  control  personnel  when  an 
existing  FAA  NAVAID  would  be  affected;  and, 

■  preliminary  construction  traffic  plan,  indicating  procedures  and  means  of  access/ egress 
to /from  the  airfield  and  means  of  circulating  within  the  airfield. 

Construction  of  Runway  14/32  will  entail  the  relocation  of  the  Runway  27  localizer,  a  key 
element  in  the  instrument  landing  system  by  the  FAA.  The  localizer  signal  is  used  to 
establish  and  maintain  an  aircraft's  horizontal  position  until  the  pilot  makes  visual 
contact  with  the  runway.  The  Construction  Phasing  Plan  will  detail  protocols  and  proce- 
dures to  be  followed  when  relocating  and  reinstalling  this  device.  NAVAID  closures  will 
be  coordinated  with  FAA  air  traffic  control  personnel,  FAA  safety  personnel  and  Logan 
Airport  Operations  personnel.  Notices  to  Airmen  (NOTAMS)  will  be  issued  as 
appropriate.  As  necessary,  FAA  will  broadcast  information  over  the  Logan  Automatic 
Terminal  Information  Service  (ATIS),  describing  areas  of  constiuction,  NAVAID  status, 
and  closures  or  cautions  on  the  use  of  runways  and  taxiways.  As  FAA  ATC  personnel 
update  these  radio  broadcasts  hourly,  they  provide  pilots  with  a  constant  up-to-date 
status  of  construction  activity  on  the  airfield. 
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Construction 

Once  construction  is  underway,  the  contractor's  performance  for  the  previous  week  will 
be  evaluated  and  discussions  relevant  to  the  work  proposed  for  the  following  week  will 
be  included  in  the  weekly  job  meetings  and  operations  meetings  held  at  Logan. 
T)^icallv,  these  meetings  are  attended  by  representatives  from  Massport  Logan  Airport 
Operations,  Capital  Programs,  FAA  and  contractors. 

Eharing  these  meetings,  preliminary  runway /taxi  way  closures  or  cautions  would  be 
discussed  with  Logan  Airport  Operations  and  FAA  ATC  personnel.  As  part  of  the 
requested  closures  or  cautions,  any  interim  taxi  routing  would  also  be  discussed. 
Construction  contingency  plans  would  be  prepared  in  case  the  contractor  would  not  be 
allowed  to  work  in  the  preferred  location.  All  parties  would  agree  with  the  proposed 
Construction  Phasing  Plan,  which  would  then  form  the  basis  of  the  following  week's 
construction  activities. 

The  day-to-day  decisions  on  whether  a  particular  runway/ taxiway  would  be  available 
for  constiuction  work  would  be  made  by  Logan  Airport  Operations  and  FAA  ATC 
personnel.  The  following  protocol  would  be  utilized: 

■  Massport  contacts  FAA  ATC  personnel  and  requests  applicable  portion  of  the 
runway /taxiway  (in  accordance  with  the  Construction  Phasing  Plan); 

■  FAA  reviews  wind  and  weather  conditions,  projected  activity,  and  other  factors  and 
grants  or  denies  request; 

■  If  granted,  Massport  implements  this  decision  and  notifies  the  contractor  accordingly; 
and, 

■  If  denied,  Massport  implements  this  decision  and  notifies  the  contractor  that  work  in 
another  area  of  the  airport,  in  accordance  with  the  contingency  plan  established 
previously,  would  be  required. 

■  Consistent  with  current  Massport  protocol,  the  public  would  be  notified  of  changes  in 
runway  use  during  construction. 

Under  very  poor  weather  conditions,  Massport  has  the  authority  to  deny  or  restrict  the 
contiactor's  access  to  the  entire  airfield  in  which  case,  no  work  is  done  on  the  airfield. 


Environmental  Consequences 


Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 


Construction  Vehicle  Traffic  Plan 

The  movement  of  construction  equipment  and  trucks  to  and  from  the  airfield 
construction  site(s)  is  of  parhcular  concern  to  FAA  and  Massport.  FAA  notes  that  aircraft 
(and  air  passenger)  safety  is  endangered  by  four  principle  causes:  increased  vehicle 
traffic  volume,  non-standard  vehicle  traffic  patterns,  vehicles  without  radio 
communications  and  marking,  and  operators  untrained  in  the  airport's  safety 
procedures.  Hence,  according  to  FAA  AC  150/5370-2C: 

"...airport  management  must  develop  and  coordinate  a  construction  vehicle  traffic  plan 
with  airport  users,  air  traffic  control  and  the  appropriate  construction  engineers  and 
contractors.  This  plan,  when  signed  for  all  participants  becomes  a  part  of  the  contract." 
(AC  150/5370-2C,  Appendix  1,  para.  8) 

Such  a  vehicle  traffic  plan  will  be  included  in  the  Construction  Phasing  Plan  developed 
by  Massport  for  all  construction  projects  on  the  airfield. 

For  both  safety  and  security  reasons,  access  to  the  airfield  proper  is  available  only 
through  manned  gates.  For  work  on  the  south  side  of  the  airport  (i.e.,  the  southwest 
taxiway  system,  Taxiway  Delta)  the  contractor  would  likely  enter  the  airport  through  the 
existing  South  Gate  located  to  the  west  of  the  airfield  lighting  vault  (see  Figure  6.9-2  for 
access  points  and  circulation  routes).  From  this  point,  the  contractor  would  be  escorted 
by  licensed  drivers  approved  by  Logan  Airport  Operations  in  clearly  marked  contractor 
vehicles  to  the  construction  site  using  the  airfield  perimeter  roadway.  At  critical 
junctures,  such  as  the  crossing  of  a  runway  or  taxiway.  Contractor  licensed  personnel 
request  and  receive  permission  from  the  FAA  ATC  prior  to  crossing. 

For  work  on  Runway  14/32,  the  contractor  would  typically  use  an  existing 
construchon-access  gate  located  near  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  facility  (Building  61)  on  the 
south  side  of  the  airport.  This  access  point  provides  a  more  direct  access  to  the  airfield 
perimeter  roadway  and  has  greater  width  to  facilitate  the  turning  of  large  trucks. 

For  all  other  construction  projects,  e.g.,  Taxiway  November  and  the  Centerfield  Taxiway, 
access  to  the  airfield  would  likely  be  through  the  North  Gate.  As  per  Massport's 
operating  procedures,  the  contractor  will  be  escorted  to/ from  the  construction  site  by 
trained  personnel  approved  by  Logan  Airport  Operations. 

Contractor  access  locations  will  be  verified  during  the  development  of  the  Construction 
Phasing  Plan  for  the  Airside  Project  improvements. 


Environmental  Consequences 


6-190 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 


Figure  6.9-2 

Airside  Access  Points 
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6.9.4        Impacts  on  the  Surrounding  Communities 

For  impacts  other  than  those  which  might  directly  affect  operations  on  the  airfield, 
construction  period  impact  assessments  have  been  conducted  with  regard  to  existing 
ground  transportation,  air  quality,  noise  and  nighttime  construction  lighting.  Each  of 
these  subject  areas  is  discussed  in  the  following  sections  of  this  chapter.  Accompanying 
each  of  these  assessments  is  a  discussion  of  the  mitigation  measures  that  will  be 
employed  to  minimize  the  impacts. 

A  variety  of  measures  of  activity  have  been  developed  in  order  to  identify  and  mitigate 
the  potential  impacts  of  constructing  the  Preferred  Alternative.  These  activity  estimates 
are  based  on  anticipated  construction  methods  and  projected  construction  schedules. 
Truck  trips,  the  types  of  heavy  construction  equipment  on  the  site,  and  the  noise  effects 
of  similar  construction  projects  are  estimated.  These  data  constitute  key  inputs  to  the 
construction  impact  analyses. 

Average  daily  round-trip  truck  trip  information  was  used  in  the  assessment  of  ground 
transportation  impacts  and,  in  combination  with  estimates  of  heavy  equipment  use,  in 
the  noise  impact  assessment. 

6.9.4.1      Ground  Transportation 

Impacts  to  ground  transportation  at  Logan  Airport  during  construction  of  the  proposed 
airport  improvements  are  not  expected  to  result  from  the  presence  of  construction-related 
vehicles  (trucks  or  other  heavy  equipment)  on  the  airport's  roadway  system.  There  wiU  be 
no  need  to  institute  temporary  detours  for  the  main  airport  roadway  as  a  result  of  the 
construction  process.  Roadway  detours  are  only  anticipated  for  the  Perimeter  Roadway  on 
the  airfield  during  construction  of  Runway  14/32,  and  a  section  of  Harborside  Drive  in  the 
South  Cargo  area  during  demolition  of  Cargo  BuUdings  60  and  61. 

Construction-related  Vehicles 

The  number  of  truck  roimd  trips  required  throughout  construction  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  is  derived  from  the  estimated  quantities  of  construction  materials  to  be 
brought  to  or  removed  from  the  site;  bulk  materials  and  equipment  to  be  delivered  to  the 
site;  truck  capacity;  quantity  of  excavate  and  building  demolition  debris  to  be  removed; 
and  production  rate  per  workday. 

The  types  of  trucks  included  in  the  analysis  are  the  following: 

■  Ten-wheel,  tri-axle  dump  trucks  (capacity  of  10  to  15  cubic  yards); 

■  Flat  bed  trailers  to  transport  heavy  construction  equipment;  and, 

■  Concrete  trucks  (capacity  of  9  to  12  cubic  yards). 

The  average  daily  number  of  truck  round  trips  required  to  support  the  construction  are 
depicted  (by  calendar  quarter)  in  Table  6.9-5. 
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Table  6.9-5 

Average  Daily  Truck  Round  Trips  Per  Quarter 


Year/Quarter 

Average  Daily 
Round  Trips 

Daytime  Trips 

Nighttime  Trips 

2003  / 1  St  Quarter 

61 

61 

0 

2003  /  2"''  Quarter 

61 

43 

18 

2003 /3rd  Quarter 

61 

61 

0 

2003  /  4th  Quarter 

61 

61 

0 

2004/  1st  Quarter 

2004  /  2"<^  Quarter 

92 

92 

0 

2004  /  3rd  Quarter 

92 

46 

46 

2004 /4th  Quarter 

92 

92 

0 

2005  / 1  St  Quarter 

2005  /  2"''  Quarter 

18 

0 

18 

2005  /  3rd  Quarter 

18 

5 

13 

2005/ 4th  Quarter 

18 

5 

13 

2006  / 1  St  Quarter 

2006  /  2"<'  Quarter 

47 

47 

0 

2006  /  3rd  Quarter 

47 

38 

9 

2006 /4th  Quarter 

2007 /I  St  Quarter 

2007  /  2"<i  Quarter 

56 

28 

28 

2007 /3rd  Quarter 

56 

28 

28 

2007  /  4th  Quarter 

These  truck  volumes  should  be  viewed  in  the  proper  perspective:  trucks  will  be 
prohibited  from  using  local  streets  and  thus  will  not  impact  local  residential  streets  in 
communities  surrounding  the  airport.  Construction  vehicles  will  be  required  to  use  state 
highways  and /or  main  airport  roadways,  which  are  designated,  truck  routes.  Vehicles 
with  origins /destinations  south  of  Boston  would  access  the  airport  via  the  Ted  Williams 
Tunnel  and  the  Haul  Road,  or  other  designated  haul  routes,  with  access  to  1-93.  Vehicles 
traveling  to/from  the  north  would  use  Route  lA.  (See  Figure  6.9-3.) 

Construction  traffic  from  the  improvements  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  would 
not  add  significantly  to  the  existing  volume  of  traffic  using  these  roads.  Peak  airside  truck  traffic 
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is  estimated  to  be  approximately  184  truck  trips  per  day.'*°  This  is  reduced  significantly  from 
648  peak  truck  trips  presented  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  as  a  result  of  the  reduction 
of  sou  material  to  be  removed  off-site.  Average  weekday  traffic  on  the  major  highways 
accessing  Logan  Airport  in  1998  was  approximately  113,300  vehicles."^  Construction  vehicles 
associated  with  the  Airside  Project  represent  less  than  0.2  percent  of  the  total  traffic  volume  and 
will  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  regional  highway  system. 

Traffic  Operations 

EXiring  the  multi-year  construction  of  the  Airside  Project  improvements,  Massport  wUl 
seek  to  maintain  the  full  operation  of  Harborside  Drive  at  all  times.  As  necessary, 
temporary  roadways  will  be  constructed  prior  to  the  disruption  or  closure  of  existing 
airfield  roadways.  (Access  to  airfield  roadways  is  restricted  to  authorized  vehicles  only.) 
Police  details  will  be  employed  at  appropriate  locations  on  the  airport  to  manage  traffic 
and  ensure  public  safety. 

6.9.4.2      Air  Quality 

Construction-related  activities  can  result  in  short-term  impacts  on  ambient  air  quality. 
These  potential  impacts  include  increased  emissions  from  motor  vehicles  on  the  airport 
roadways,  direct  emissions  from  construction  equipment,  and  fugitive  dust  emissions. 
The  latter  can  occur  during  ground  excavation,  movement  of  equipment  at  the  site,  and 
transport  of  material  to  and  from  the  site.  Fugitive  dust  during  periods  of  intense  activity 
can  present  a  problem,  particularly  in  windy  or  dry  weather  conditions,  although  the 
problem  is  localized. 

During  the  construction  process,  a  regular  program  of  street  sweeping  will  minimize 
dust  from  movements  of  construction  vehicles  on  airport  roads.  Fugitive  dust  will  also  be 
controlled  with  water  spray  as  needed  during  demolition  and  construction;  no  chemical 
soil  stabilizers  will  be  used.  To  the  extent  it  is  safe,  practicable,  and  feasible  within  the 
airfield  envirorvment,  fencing  will  be  used  around  the  perimeter  of  demolition  and 
construction  areas  to  shield  the  public  from  fugitive  dust  and  to  help  contain  fugitive 
dust  within  the  construction  area.  All  trucks  hauling  demolished  and  excavated  materials 
from  the  site  will  be  covered  and  truck  wheel  wells  will  be  washed  before  leaving  the 
site.  Because  of  these  mitigation  measures  and  the  distance  from  the  construction  site  to 
the  nearest  residential  neighborhood,  it  is  projected  that  fugihve  dust  from  construction 
of  the  Airside  Project  improvements  will  not  impact  the  surrounding  communities. 


40  92  round  trips  equal  1 84  total  trips. 

41  Logan  Airport  1998  Anriual  Update,  OcXaber 
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Boston  Harbor 


NORTH 


LEGEND 


'  Traffic  Routes 


Figure  6.9-3 

Proposed  Construction  Traffic  Routes 
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Airborne  particulate  matter  such  as  dust  is  measured  by  monitoring  ambient  PM-10 
(p£irticulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter).  The  closest  PM-10  monitoring 
station,  and  the  one  most  representative  of  the  project  site,  is  at  340  Bremen  Street,  East 
Boston.  Published  data  from  DEP  (for  the  year  1998)  indicate  that  the  second  highest 
maximum  24-hour  PM-10  level  measured  at  this  monitoring  station  was  49  micrograms 
per  cubic  meter  (|ug/m').  The  24-hour  NAAQS  for  PM-10  is  150  |iig/m\  v^hich  is  a  level 
set  to  protect  public  health  and  welfare.  It  is  expected  that  total  levels  of  particulate 
matter  will  remain  in  compliance  with  the  NAAQS  during  construction,  since  the 
existing  worst-case  PM-10  concentration  is  only  33  percent  of  the  health  standard.  This 
will  be  ensured  through  the  mitigation  measures  discussed  above. 

Emissions  from  all  construction  equipment,  including  those  Listed  below  in  Section 
6.9.4.4,  were  quantified  by  year  using  appropriate  emissions  factors  from  the  EPA 
models.  MOBILE5a_H  and  PARTS  were  used  with  inputs  provided  by  MADEP  to 
determine  emission  factors  for  diesel  and  gasoline  trucks  at  a  speed  of  15  miles  per  hour 
(e.g.,  asphalt  tanker  trucks  and  stake  trucks),  while  NONROAD  (draft)  was  used  to 
determine  non-road  emissions  (e.g.,  demolition  hammers,  backhoes,  graders,  etc.).  The 
emissions  factors  in  this  model  incorporate  national  averages  for  equipment  loading 
factors  and  engine  horsepower.  The  activity  levels  (hours  per  year)  and  emissions 
associated  with  each  equipment  type  are  contained  in  Appendix  J. 

Paving  activities  associated  with  the  airfield  projects  have  associated  emissions  of  VOCs, 
which  are  components  of  asphalt.  These  emissions  have  been  quantified  and  are  included 
in  the  summary  of  construction-related  air  emissions  in  Table  6.9-6. 

Table  6.9-6 

Construction-Related  Air  Emissions  in  Tons  per  Year  (tpy) 


Year  VOCs  NOx  CO   PM 

2002  19.98  34.34  72.52  2.56 

2003  29.40  25.53  50.58  1.64 

2004  30.39  9.82  35.81  0.86 

2005  7.11  5.79  20.88  0.41 

2006  7.83  7.95  20.98  0.61 


Note:  De  minimis  values  for  VOCs  and  NOx  are  each  50  tons  per  year  (tpy);  1 00  tpy  for  CO.  No  de  minimis  levels  apply  for  PM 
because  the  area  attains  the  standards  for  this  pollutant. 

As  shown,  emissions  of  VOCs,  NOx,  and  CO  are  all  below  the  de  minimis  rates  that 
would  trigger  a  Clean  Air  Act  conformity  determination.  Furthermore,  Massport  is 
committed  to  implementing  the  Clean  Air  Construction  Initiative  in  cooperation  with 
MADEP  and  Northeast  States  for  Coordinated  Air  Use  Management  (NESCAUM).  This 
program  is  currently  in  place  for  the  Central  Artery /Tunnel,  where  conversion  of 
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25  percent  (70  pieces)  of  construction  equipment  will  reduce  emissions  of  hydrocarbons 
(or  VOCs),  CO,  and  particulate  matter  (PM).  NESCAUM  studies  show  that  use  of  an 
oxidahon  catalyst,  which  may  also  be  used  in  conjunction  with  a  fuel-borne  catalyst,  can 
reduce,  on  average,  VOCs  by  42  percent,  CO  by  31  percent,  and  PM  by  23  percent.  Use  of 
a  particulate  filter  can  reduce  PM  by  81-96  percent  and,  when  the  filter  is  coated  with  an 
oxidation  catalyst,  CO  and  VOCs  can  be  reduced  by  66  percent.  None  of  the  tested 
technologies  has  had  an  effect  on  NOx  emissions.  The  reductions  attributable  to  this 
initiative  have  not  been  incorporated  into  the  results  in  Table  6.9-6  above,  and  they 
would  have  the  effect  of  further  reducing  emissions  below  de  minimis  thresholds. 

6.9.4.3  Noise 

The  assessment  of  construction  noise  impacts  was  based  on  the  following  primary 
inputs: 

■  The  quantity  of  heavy  construction  equipment  anticipated  to  be  used  during 
construction; 

■  The  number  of  truck  trips  to  or  from  each  construction  area; 

■  The  location  of  the  proposed  construction  on  the  airfield;  and, 

■  The  amount  of  night  time  and  day  time  construction. 

The  number  of  truck  trips  is  as  developed  in  Section  6.9.4.1.  The  other  levels  of  activity 
are  derived  as  described  below. 

6.9.4.4  Heavy  Construction  Equipment 

Estimates  of  the  number  of  pieces  of  heavy  construction  equipment  in  use  at  the  site  were 
based  on  such  factors  as  the  productivity  rate  per  workday  and  the  duration  of 
construction.  The  types  of  equipment  expected  to  be  utilized  are  listed  below  and  cire 
described  in  greater  detail  in  Appendix  J.  The  average  daily  number  of  pieces  of 
equipment  scheduled  to  be  used  for  the  calendar  quarter  and  daytime  and  nighttime 
construction  also  is  provided  in  Appendix  J. 

■  Dump  trucks  ■  Compressors  ■  Generator 

■  Mobile  cranes  ■  Pavements  saws  ■  Compactors 

■  Graders  ■  Tractor-trailers  (materials)     ■  Excavators 

■  Concrete  trucks  ■  Backhoes  ■  Sweepers 

■  Front  end  loaders  ■  Demolition  hammers  ■  Bulldozers 

■  Pavement  milling  machines  ■  Back  hoes  with  hoe-rams       ■  Paving  machine 

■  Liquid  asphalt  tanker  truck 
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6.9.4.5      Construction  Period  Noise  Analysis 


Analysis  Summary 

The  construction  period  noise  analysis  evaluates  the  potential  noise  impact  from  the 
Airside  Project  on  the  closest  noise-sensitive  areas  to  the  construction  zone  and  follows 
the  methodology  used  previously  for  the  West  Garage  and  International  Gateway 
environmental  analysis.  Potential  construction  noise  impacts  were  evaluated  at  the 
following  receptor  locations: 


Receptor  6  Somerset  and  Johnson,  Winthrop 

Receptor  7  Loring  Road  near  Court,  Winthrop 

Receptor  10  Bayswater/Shawsheen,  East  Boston 

Receptor  12  East  Boston  Yacht  Club,  East  Boston 

Receptor  C'*^  Coleridge  Street  Residence,  East  Boston 

Receptor  A  Sumner  near  Lamson,  East  Boston 

Receptor  14  Jeffries  Point  Yacht  Club,  East  Boston 

Receptor  E  Farragut  Road  at  Second,  South  Boston 


Predictions  of  average  daily  equivalent  (Leq)  and  day-night  equivalent  (DNL)  noise 
levels  were  made  for  each  receptor. 

Noise  impact  may  resxilt  from  annoyance  and  activity  interference  due  to  the  operation 
of  a  variety  of  heavy  construction  equipment  and  trucks  used  to  transport  construction 
materials  and  equipment  to  and  from  the  site.  A  number  of  mitigation  measures  are 
proposed  in  the  construction  noise  mitigation  discussion  below. 

Because  environmental  noise  fluctuates  from  moment  to  moment,  it  is  common  practice 
to  condense  all  this  information  into  a  single  number,  called  the  "equivalent"  sound  level 
(Leq).  Leq  can  be  thought  of  as  the  steady  sound  level  that  represents  the  same  sound 
energy  as  the  varying  sound  levels  over  a  specified  time  period;  it  accounts  for  all  the 
noise  that  occurs  during  this  period.  Many  surveys  show  that  Leq  properly  predicts 
annoyance,  and  thus  this  metric  is  commonly  used  for  the  assessment  of  cumulative 
noise  impact.  For  the  purposes  of  this  study,  Leq  is  evaluated  over  an  average  daily 
8-hour  construction  shift  during  each  quarterly  construction  period.  The  analysis  of  Leq 
was  conducted  for  both  the  daytime  and  nighttime  construction  periods.  Criteria  for 
evaluating  construction  noise  impact  in  terms  of  Leq  are  described  below. 

The  day-night  equivalent  level  (DNL)  measures  noise  over  a  24-hour  period.  It  is 
calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  a  24-hour  Leq,  except  that  noise  that  occurs  in  the 
nighttime  (defined  as  10:00  PM  to  7:00  AM)  is  penalized  by  10  dB  to  account  for  peoples' 
increased  sensitivity  to  nighttime  noise. 


42     Same  as  'Receptor  E"  in  International  Gateway,  EIR/EA,  October  1 5, 1 996. 
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Potential  construction  noise  impact  associated  with  the  Airside  Project  was  assessed  in 
terms  of  average  daytime  equivident  sound  levels,  average  nighttime  equivalent  sound 
levels,  and  day-night  equivalent  level,  using  criteria  based  on  the  existing  noise 
environment  as  well  as  applicable  standards.  A  summary  of  the  analysis  method  is 
provided  below,  including  descriptions  of  the  noise  measures,  criteria,  and  modeling 
methods  used.  Detailed  input  and  output  data  for  the  construction  noise  projections  are 
provided  in  Appendix  J. 

The  results  of  the  construction  period  noise  analysis  indicate  that,  under  worst-case 
conditions,  no  perceptible  construction  noise  impact  during  the  daytime  or  nighttime 
construction  period  is  expected  within  the  community  as  a  result  of  the  Airside  Project. 

Analysis  Conditions 

The  potential  noise  impacts  associated  with  the  Airside  Project  construction  activities 
were  evaluated  on  a  quarterly  basis  over  the  proposed  five-year  construction  period 
(2002  to  2006).  During  each  quarterly  period,  potential  noise  impacts  were  evaluated  on  a 
worst-case  basis,  based  on  the  projected  average  daily  heavy  construction  equipment 
usage  and  truck  operations  and  whether  construction  occurred  during  the  day  time  or 
night  time.  For  the  purpose  of  impact  assessment,  ambient  noise  conditions  were  based 
on  existing  information  from  noise  monitoring  stations  maintained  by  Massport. 

For  noise  analysis  purposes,  all  construction  activities  related  to  the  Airside  Project  were 
divided  into  two  construction  locations:  those  on  the  north  side  of  the  airfield  which 
would  use  the  North  Gate  for  construction  access,  and  those  on  the  south  side  which 
would  use  the  South  Gate  or  Construction  Gate  for  access  (see  Figure  6.9-2).  The  dividing 
line  between  the  two  construction  areas  was  defined  as  Runway  15L/33R. 

A  cumulative  assessment  of  construction  noise  for  all  significant  construction  at  Logan 
Airport  during  the  2002  to  2006  timeframe  of  Airside  Project  improvements  construction 
is  presented  in  Chapter  7. 

Noise  Impact  Criteria 

Criteria  for  the  assessment  of  construction  impacts  from  the  Airside  Project  are  based  on 
consideration  of  applicable  federal  standards.  Although  there  are  no  specific  federal 
criteria  for  construction  noise  impact  assessment,  most  federal  agencies  (including  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA),  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD), 
Federal  Aviation  Admiiustration  (FAA),  and  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)) 
recommend  the  use  of  Leq-based  noise  descriptors  for  general  assessments  of  noise 
impact.  The  relevant  provisions  of  federal  standards  that  apply  to  construction  noise  are 
summarized  below. 
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The  1990  CA/T  Final  Supplemental  EIS/R  and  Supplemental  Final  Section  4(f)  Evaluation 
evaluated  the  noise  impacts  of  the  CA/T  Project  construction  based  on  FHWA  standards. 
The  following  excerpt  from  that  document  provides  a  discussion  of  noise  impact  criteria: 

"FHWA  recognizes  that  an  adverse,  or  substantial  noise  impact  occurs  when  existing 
noise  leivls  are  exceeded  by  more  than  15  dBA.  Increases  of  less  than  15  dBA  over 
existing  levels  may  be  classified  into  one  of  three  subjective  impact  categories,  depending 
on  the  extent  of  the  increases.  Less  than  a  5  dBA  increase  would  be  categorized  as  'no 
impact.'  A  5  to  9  dBA  increase  would  be  considered  a  'minor  impact,'  while  a  10  to 
15  dBA  increase  over  existing  levels  ivould  be  a  'moderate  impact.'  " 

For  the  Airside  Project  and  concurrent  construction  projects  at  Logan,  noise  impact  is 
assessed  on  a  relative  basis,  as  an  increase  over  existing  ambient  noise  level  at  each 
receptor,  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  CA/T  Project. 

These  descriptors  thereby  allow  a  meaningful  comparison  of  project  noise  and  ambient 
noise,  and  provide  a  means  to  evaluate  cumulative  noise  impact  from  concurrent 
projects.  Furthermore,  the  results  of  attitudinal  surveys  of  noise  impact  have  shown  that 
Leq-based  descriptors  correlate  with  annoyance  better  than  any  other  descriptors.  For 
these  reasons,  the  assessment  of  noise  impact  from  constructing  the  Airside  Project  is 
based  on  Leq  according  to  the  federal  standards  described  above.  Projections  of 
day-night  equivalent  noise  levels  are  provided  as  additional  information  to  help  evaluate 
the  effect  of  nighttime  construction. 

Off-Airport  Noise  During  Construction 

Quarterly  construction  noise  projections  are  provided  in  Tables  6.9-7,  6.9-8,  cmd  6.9-9  for 
receptor  locations  6,  7, 10, 12, 14,  A,  C,  and  E.  These  tables  compare  the  projected  average 
daily  DNL  emd  Leq  for  day  and  night  during  each  quarterly  construction  period  for  the 
Airside  Project  to  the  existing  ambient  noise.  Noise  impact  is  assessed  based  on  the 
projected  increases  above  the  ambient  noise  level.  These  increases  represent  worst-case 
conditions  that  are  expected  to  occur  intermittently,  based  on  wind  direction,  in  any  quarter. 

The  results  of  the  construction  period  noise  analysis  indicate  that  during  construction, 
the  average  daily  DNL  at  the  receptor  locations  ranges  from  0.5  dB  to  3.0  dB  over 
ambient  noise  levels.  The  Leq  during  construction  ranges  from  0.4  dB  to  2.0  dB  over 
ambient  noise  levels  during  the  daytime  construction  period  and  0.5  dB  to  3.9  dB  over 
ambient  noise  levels  during  the  nighttime  construction  period.  All  increases  in  noise 
associated  with  constiuction  of  the  Airside  Project  are  less  than  5  dB,  and  therefore  are 
considered  to  have  "no  impact"  according  to  FFTWA  standards. 

The  noise  increases  projected  as  a  result  of  Airside  Project  construction  range  from 
0.4  dBA  to  3.9  dBA  with  respect  to  the  ambient  level.  Based  on  the  FHWA  criteria 
described  above,  no  impact  is  predicted  at  any  of  these  residential  sites. 
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Table  6.9-7 

Airside  Construction  Noise  DNL  in  Decibels 


Receptor       Activity   2003    2004    2005    2006    2007 


Q1 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Q1 

Q2 

Q3 

04 

Q1 

Q2 

Q3 

04 

01 

02 

03 

04 

01 

02 

03 

04 

6 

Construction 

47.8 

58.5 

48.8 

47.4 

0.0 

57.0 

63.9 

54.3 

0.0 

56.8 

56.9 

56.9 

0.0 

53.4 

59.3 

0.0 

0.0 

60.8 

61.2 

0.0 

Ambient 

65.5 

65.5 

65.5 

65.5 

65.5 

65.5 

65.5 

65.5 

65.5 

65.5 

65.5 

65.5 

65.5 

65.5 

65.5 

65.5 

65.5 

65.5 

65.5 

65.5 

Totel 

65.6 

66.3 

65.6 

65.6 

65.5 

66.1 

67.8 

65.8 

65.5 

66.0 

66.1 

66.1 

65.5 

65.8 

66.4 

65.5 

65.5 

66.8 

66.9 

65.5 

7 

Construction 

49.1 

56.1 

50.2 

48.7 

0.0 

59.1 

66.0 

56.4 

0.0 

56.0 

56.2 

56.2 

0.0 

53.4 

56.7 

0.0 

0.0 

61.9 

62.3 

0.0 

Ambient 

75.1 

75.1 

75.1 

75.1 

75.1 

75.1 

75.1 

75.1 

75.1 

75.1 

75.1 

75.1 

75.1 

75.1 

75.1 

75.1 

75.1 

75.1 

75.1 

75.1 

Total 

75.1 

75.2 

75.1 

75.1 

75.1 

75.2 

75.6 

75.2 

75.1 

75.2 

75.2 

75.2 

75.1 

75.1 

75.2 

75.1 

75.1 

75.3 

75.3 

75.1 

10 

Construction 

47.5 

54.4 

48.6 

47.1 

0.0 

56.0 

63.2 

53.4 

0.0 

54.1 

54.3 

54.3 

0.0 

48.8 

54.6 

0.0 

0.0 

60.1 

60.5 

0.0 

Ambient 

65.1 

65.1 

65.1 

65.1 

65.1 

65.1 

65.1 

65.1 

65.1 

65.1 

65.1 

65.1 

65.1 

65.1 

65.1 

65.1 

65.1 

65.1 

65.1 

65.1 

Total 

65.2 

65.5 

65.2 

65.2 

65.1 

65.6 

67.3 

65.4 

65.1 

65.4 

65.4 

65.4 

65.1 

65.2 

65.5 

65.1 

65.1 

66.3 

66.4 

65.1 

12 

Construction 

48.9 

55.8 

49.9 

48.5 

0.0 

57.1 

64.0 

54.5 

0.0 

55.7 

55.9 

55.9 

0.0 

49.5 

55.3 

0.0 

0.0 

63.2 

63.6 

0.0 

Ambient 

70.0 

70.0 

70.0 

70.0 

70.0 

70.0 

70.0 

70.0 

70.0 

70.0 

70.0 

70.0 

70.0 

70.0 

70.0 

70.0 

70.0 

70.0 

70.0 

70.0 

Total 

70.0 

70.2 

70.0 

70.0 

70.0 

70.2 

71.0 

70.1 

70.0 

70.2 

70.2 

70.2 

70.0 

70.0 

70.1 

70.0 

70.0 

70.8 

70.9 

70.0 

C 

Construction 

49.0 

56.0 

50.1 

48.7 

0.0 

56.0 

62.9 

53.5 

0.0 

56.1 

56.3 

56.3 

0.0 

49.3 

55.1 

0.0 

0.0 

62.9 

63.3 

0.0 

Ambient 

69.6 

69.6 

69.6 

69.6 

69.6 

69.6 

69.6 

69.6 

69.6 

69.6 

69.6 

69.6 

69.6 

69.6 

69.6 

69.6 

69.6 

69.6 

69.6 

69.6 

Total 

69.6 

69.8 

69.6 

69.6 

69.6 

69.8 

70.4 

69.7 

69.6 

69.8 

69.8 

69.8 

69.6 

69.6 

69.8 

69.6 

69.6 

70.4 

70.5 

69.6 

A 

Construction 

53.6 

60.5 

54.7 

53.2 

0.0 

50.8 

57.5 

48.2 

0.0 

55.6 

55.8 

55.8 

0.0 

45.4 

50.8 

0.0 

0.0 

53.8 

54.2 

0.0 

Ambient 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

Total 

61.9 

63.9 

62.1 

61.8 

61.2 

61.6 

62.8 

61.4 

61.2 

62.3 

62.3 

62.3 

61.2 

61.3 

61.6 

61.2 

61.2 

61.9 

62.0 

61.2 

14 

Construction 

55.5 

62.5 

56.6 

55.1 

0.0 

50.8 

54.5 

48.3 

0.0 

53.4 

53.6 

53.6 

0.0 

43.0 

47.9 

0.0 

0.0 

52.6 

53.0 

0.0 

Ambient 

62.5 

62.5 

62.5 

62.5 

62.5 

62.5 

62.5 

62.5 

62.5 

62.5 

62.5 

62.5 

62.5 

62.5 

62.5 

62.5 

62.5 

62.5 

62.5 

62.5 

Total 

63.3 

65.5 

63.5 

63.2 

62.5 

62.8 

63.1 

62.7 

62.5 

63.0 

63.0 

63.0 

62.5 

62.5 

62.6 

62.5 

62.5 

62.9 

63.0 

62.5 

Ambient 
Total 


52.4 

53.8 

53.5 

52.0 

0.0 

49.1 

55.9 

46.5 

0.0 

55.1 

55.3 

55.3 

0.0 

47.4 

53.1 

0.0 

0.0 

51.3 

61.3 

61.3 

61.3 

61.3 

61.3 

61.3 

61.3 

61.3 

61.3 

61.3 

61.3 

61.3 

61.3 

61.3 

61.3 

61.3 

61.3 

61.3 

61.8 

62.0 

62.0 

61.8 

61.3 

61.6 

62.4 

61.4 

61.3 

62.2 

62.3 

62.3 

61.3 

61.5 

61.9 

61.3 

61.3 

61.7 

Environmental  Consequences 


6-201 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 


Table  6.9-8 

Airside  Construction  Noise  Leq  Day  in  Decibels 


Receptor  2003  2004  2005  2006  2007 


NMS# 

Activity 

Q1 

Q2 

Q3 

04 

01 

02 

03 

04 

01 

02 

03 

04 

01 

02 

03 

04 

01 

02 

03 

04 

6 

Construction 

50.1 

57.0 

51.2 

49.7 

0.0 

59.3 

60.1 

56.7 

0.0 

0.0 

47.3 

47.3 

0.0 

55.8 

52.5 

0.0 

0.0 

53.4 

53.2 

0.0 

Ambiont 

64.3 

64.3 

64.3 

64.3 

64.3 

64.3 

64.3 

64.3 

64.3 

64.3 

64.3 

64.3 

64.3 

64.3 

64.3 

64.3 

64.3 

64.3 

64.3 

64.3 

Total 

64.5 

65.1 

64.5 

64.5 

64.3 

65.5 

65.7 

65.0 

64.3 

64.3 

64.4 

64.4 

64.3 

64.9 

64.6 

64.3 

64.3 

64.7 

64.7 

64.3 

7 

Construction 

51.4 

51.0 

52.5 

51.0 

0.0 

61.4 

62.2 

58.8 

0.0 

0.0 

46.5 

46.5 

0.0 

55.8 

49.9 

0.0 

0.0 

54.5 

54.2 

0.0 

Ambient 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

Total 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.6 

72.7 

72.5 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.4 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

72.3 

10 

Construction 

49.8 

49.4 

50.9 

49.4 

0.0 

58.3 

59.0 

55.8 

0.0 

0.0 

44.7 

44.7 

0.0 

51.2 

47.9 

0.0 

0.0 

52.8 

52.5 

0.0 

Ambient 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

Total 

63.9 

63.8 

63.9 

63.8 

63.7 

64.8 

64.9 

64.3 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

63.9 

63.8 

63.7 

63.7 

64.0 

64.0 

63.7 

12 

Cnn<5tnirtinn 

51.2 

50.8 

52.3 

50.8 

0.0 

59.4 

60.2 

56.9 

0.0 

0.0 

46.3 

46.3 

0.0 

51.8 

48.6 

0.0 

0.0 

55.9 

55.6 

0.0 

Ambient 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

Total 

67.7 

67.7 

67.7 

67.7 

67.6 

68.2 

68.3 

67.9 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.7 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

67.6 

c 

Cnn<5tnirtinn 

51.4 

51.0 

52.5 

51.0 

0.0 

58.4 

59.0 

55.8 

0.0 

0.0 

46.7 

46.7 

0.0 

51.7 

48.4 

0.0 

0.0 

55.6 

55.3 

0.0 

Amhipnt 

66.5 

66.5 

66.5 

66.5 

66.5 

66.5 

66.5 

66.5 

66.5 

66.5 

66.5 

66.5 

66.5 

66.5 

66.5 

66.5 

66.5 

66.5 

66.5 

66.5 

Total 

66.7 

66.6 

66.7 

66.6 

66.5 

67.1 

67.2 

66.9 

66.5 

66.5 

66.6 

66.6 

66.5 

66.7 

66.6 

66.5 

66.5 

66.9 

66.8 

66.5 

/\ 

nnntrtnirtinn 

55.9 

55.5 

57.0 

55.5 

0.0 

53.1 

53.8 

50.6 

0.0 

0.0 

46.2 

46.2 

0.0 

47.7 

44.9 

0.0 

0.0 

46.6 

46.4 

0.0 

Amhipnt 

rti  1  lUiCI  11 

59.2 

59.2 

59.2 

59.2 

59.2 

59.2 

59.2 

59.2 

59.2 

59.2 

59.2 

59.2 

59.2 

59.2 

59.2 

59.2 

59.2 

59.2 

59.2 

59.2 

Total 

60.9 

60.7 

61.2 

60.7 

59.2 

60.1 

60.3 

59.7 

59.2 

59.2 

59.4 

59.4 

59.2 

59.5 

59.3 

59.2 

59.2 

59.4 

59.4 

59.2 

14 

Construction 

57.9 

57.4 

58.9 

57.5 

0.0 

53.2 

53.8 

50.6 

0.0 

0.0 

44.0 

44.0 

0.0 

43.2 

43.1 

0.0 

0.0 

45.5 

45.2 

0.0 

Ambient 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

61,2 

61.2 

61.2 

61.2 

Total 

62.9 

62.7 

63.2 

62.7 

61.2 

61.8 

61.9 

61.6 

61.2 

61.2 

61.3 

61.3 

61.2 

61.3 

61.3 

61.2 

61.2 

61.3 

61.3 

61.2 

E 

Constmction 

54.7 

54.3 

55.8 

54.3 

0.0 

51.5 

52.2 

48.9 

0.0 

0.0 

45.7 

45.7 

0.0 

49.5 

46.5 

0.0 

0.0 

44.1 

43.8 

0.0 

Ambient 

59.9 

59.9 

59.9 

59.9 

59.9 

59.9 

59.9 

59.9 

59.9 

59.9 

59.9 

59.9 

59.9 

59.9 

59.9 

59.9 

59.9 

59.9 

59.9 

59.9 

Total 

61.0 

60.9 

61.3 

60.9 

59.9 

60.5 

60.6 

60.2 

59.9 

59.9 

60.0 

60.0 

59.9 

60.3 

60.1 

59.9 

59.9 

60.0 

60.0 

59.9 
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Table  6.9-9 

Airside  Construction  Noise  Leq  Night  in  Decibels 


Receptor 

NMS«  Activity 

2003 

Q1     Q2     Q3  04 

2004 

Q1     Q2     Q3  04 

2005 

01     02     03  04 

2006 

01     02     03  04 

2007 

01     02     03  04 

6  Construction 
Ambient 
Total 

0.0     51.0    0.0  0.0 
57.7    57.7    57.7  57.7 
57.7    58.5    57.7  57.7 

0.0     0.0     57.4  0.0 
57.7    57.7    57.7  57.7 
57.7    57.7   60.6  57.7 

0.0     51.5    51.4  51.4 
57.7    57.7    57.7  57.7 
57.7   58.6   58.6  58.6 

0.0     0.0     53.5  0.0 
57.7    57.7   57,7  57.7 
57.7    57.7   59.1  57.7 

0.0     55.1    55.6  0.0 
57,7    57,7    57,7  57,7 
57.7    59.6    59.8  57.7 

7  Construction 
Ambient 
Total 

0.0     50.0    0.0  0.0 
68.3    68.3    68.3  68.3 
68.3    68.4    68.3  68.3 

0.0     0.0     59.5  0.0 
68.3    68.3    68.3  68.3 
68.3   68.3   68.8  68.3 

0.0     50.8    50.7  50.7 
68.3    68.3    68.3  68.3 
68.3    68.4    68.4  68.4 

0.0     0.0     50.9  0.0 
68.3    68.3   68.3  68.3 
68.3    68.3   68,4  68.3 

0.0     56.1    56.6  0.0 
68.3    68.3    68,3  68.3 
68.3    68.6    68.6  68.3 

10  Construction 
Ambient 
Total 

0.0     48.3    0.0  0.0 
57.5    57.5    57.5  57.5 
57.5    58.0    57.5  57.5 

0.0     0.0     56.9  0.0 
57.5    57.5    57.5  57.5 
57.5    57.5    60.2  57.5 

0.0     48.9   48.8  48.8 
57.5    57.5    57.5  57.5 
57.5    58.1    58.1  58.1 

0.0     0.0     48.8  0.0 
57.5    57.5   57.5  57.5 
57.5    57.5   58.0  57.5 

0.0     54,4    54.9  0,0 
57.5    57.5    57.5  57.5 
57.5    59.2    59.4  57.5 

12  Construction 
Ambient 
Total 

0.0     49.7    0.0  0.0 
63.0    63.0    63.0  63.0 
63.0   632    63.0  63.0 

0.0     0.0     57.5  0.0 
63.0    63.0    63.0  63.0 
63.0   63.0   64.1  63.0 

0.0     50.5    50.4  50.4 
63.0    63.0    63.0  63.0 
63.0   63.2   63.2  63.2 

0.0     0.0     49.4  0.0 
63.0    63.0   63.0  63.0 
63.0   63.0  63.2  63.0 

0.0     57.5    58.0  0.0 
63.0    63.0    63.0  63.0 
63.0   64.1    64.2  63.0 

C  Construction 
Ambient 
Total 

0.0     49.9    0.0  0.0 
62.9    62.9    62.9  62.9 
62.9    63.1    62.9  62.9 

0.0     0.0     56.4  0.0 
62.9    62.9    62.9  62.9 
62.9    62.9    63.8  62.9 

0.0     50.9    50.8  50.8 
62.9    62.9    62.9  62.9 
62.9    63.2    63.2  63.2 

0.0     0.0     49.3  0.0 
62.9    62.9    62.9  62.9 
62.9    62.9   63.1  62.9 

0.0     57.2    57.7  0.0 
62.9    62.9    62.9  62.9 
62.9    63.9    64.0  62.9 

A  Construction 
Ambient 
Total 

0.0     54.4    0.0  0.0 
54.0    54.0    54.0  54.0 
54.0    57.2    54.0  54.0 

0.0     0.0     51.1  0.0 
54.0    54.0    54.0  54.0 
54.0    54.0    55.8  54.0 

0.0     50.4    50.2  50.2 
54.0    54.0    54.0  54.0 
54.0    55.6    55.5  55.5 

0.0     0.0     44.9  0.0 
54.0    54,0   54.0  54.0 
54.0    54.0   54.5  54.0 

0.0     48.0    48,5  0.0 
54.0    54.0    54.0  54.0 
54.0   55.0   55.1  54.0 

14  Constnjction 
Ambient 
Total 

0.0     56.4    0.0  0.0 
54.8    54.8    54,8  54.8 
54.8   58.7    54.8  54.8 

0.0     0.0     46.3  0.0 
54.8    54.8    54.8  54.8 
54.8    54.8    55.4  54.8 

0.0     48.2    48.0  48.0 
54.8    54.8    54.8  54.8 
54.8    55.7    55.6  55.6 

0.0     0.0     41.7  0,0 
54.8    54.8   54.8  54.8 
54.8    54.8   55.0  54.8 

0.0     46.8    47,3  0.0 
54.8    54.8    54.8  54.8 
54.8    55.4    55.5  54.8 

E  Construction 
Ambient 
Total 

0.0     44.0    0.0  0.0 
53.7    53.7    53.7  53.7 
53.7    54.1    53.7  53.7 

0.0     0.0     49.5  0.0 
53.7    53,7    53.7  53.7 
53.7    53.7    55.1  53.7 

0.0     49.9    49.8  49.8 
53.7    53.7    53.7  53.7 
53.7    55.2    55.2  55.2 

0.0     0.0     47.2  0.0 
53.7    53.7   53.7  53.7 
53.7    53,7    54.6  53.7 

0.0     45.5    46.0  0.0 
53,7    53,7    53,7  53,7 
53,7    54.3    54.4  53.7 
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On-Airport  Noise  Assessment 

The  quantitative  noise  analyses  presented  above  address  potential  impact  to  community 
areas  outside  the  airport.  Given  the  ambient  noise  level  at  the  airport  and  the  fact  that 
construction  will  occur  on  the  airfield  and  away  from  the  terminals,  it  is  not  likely  that 
construction  noise  would  be  audible  to  airport  patrons.  Because  the  terminal  buildings 
are  designed  to  reduce  noise  from  outside  sources  (in  particular  from  aircraft) 
construction  noise  should  not  be  intrusive  to  patrons  inside  the  terminals. 

6.9.4.6      Nighttime  Construction  Lighting 

Area  lighting  will  be  required  for  nighttime  construction.  Contractors  would  be  required 
to  aim  the  lights  on  the  construction  site  and  away  from  the  neighborhoods,  pilots  and 
control  tower. 

The  typical  lighting  device  is  a  light  station  mounted  on  a  trailer  with  a  generator.  The 
generator  has  a  muffler  to  minimize  the  engine  noise.  Once  at  the  construction  site,  the 
light  station  is  extended  above  the  trailer  to  an  overall  height  of  approximately  10  to 
15  feet,  aimed  toward  the  construction  area  and  turned  on.  At  the  end  of  the  nighttime 
period,  the  light  station  is  lowered  onto  the  tiailer  and  the  generator  stopped.  The  entire 
unit  is  then  transported  to  the  contractor's  equipment  storage  area. 

The  number  of  light  stations  will  depend  on  the  size  of  the  work  site.  A  maximum  of 
eight  light  stations  would  normally  be  used  during  paving  operations. 

6.9.5        Construction  IVIitigation 

An  extensive  array  of  construction  period  mitigation  measures  is  proposed  for  the 
proposed  Airside  Project  improvements.  Measures  specifically  addressing  safety,  traffic, 
air  and  water  quality,  light  and  noise  will  be  written  into  the  contract  documents  and 
specifications  governing  the  contiactors  and  subcontractors  constructing  the 
improvements.  As  in  Logan  Airport  Modernization  and  other  major  construction  projects 
at  the  airport,  Massport  will  employ  a  team  of  on-site  resident  engineers  and  inspectors 
to  monitor  the  contiactors'  compliance  with  these  mitigation  measures. 

Safety  is  of  paramount  concern  since  major  constiuction  will  be  occurring  in  proximity  to 
operating  runways  and  taxiways.  All  constiuction  activity  will  be  governed  by  the 
requirements  of  FA  A  AC  150/5370-2C  Operational  Safety  on  Airports  IDuring 
Construction. 

Construction  mitigation  measures  in  a  number  of  categories  are  described  below. 

6.9.5.1      Traffic  Operations 

During  the  construction  of  the  proposed  Airside  Project  improvements,  Massport  will 
seek  to  maintain  the  full  operation  of  the  airport  roadway  system  at  all  times.  If  and  as 
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necessary,  temporary  roadways  will  be  constructed  prior  to  the  disruption  or  closure  of 
the  South  Cargo  area  section  of  Harborside  Drive  as  well  as  the  existing  airfield 
roadways,  with  current  lane  capacity  being  maintained  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible. 

Specific  traffic  mitigation  measures  to  be  employed  will  include,  but  not  necessarily  be 
limited  to,  the  following: 

■  Construction  vehicles  will  be  required  to  use  State  highways  or  Logan  Airport 
roadways,  including  the  Ted  Williams  Tunnel,  except  for  access  to  the  North  Gate  or 
when  seeking  access  to  local  businesses.  A  clause  to  this  effect  wUl  be  inserted  in  all 
construction  contracts  relating  to  the  Airside  Project  improvements. 

■  Truck  routes  for  Logan  Airport  projects  are  established  which  minimize  impacts  on  the 
local  communities.  Construction  vehicles  would  be  restricted  from  using  Neptvme  Road 
(except  to  access  the  North  Gate),  Maverick  Street,  and  Porter  Stieet  in  East  Boston. 
Designated  truck  routes  will  be  specified  in  all  construction  contracts. 

■  No  construction  employee  p£u-king  spaces  will  be  permitted  on  the  construction  site  nor 
wUl  provisions  be  made  for  them  elsewhere  on-airport  with  the  exception  of  a  small 
number  of  spaces  for  supervisory  personnel.  It  is  expected  that  construction  workers 
will  access  the  airport  via  public  transportation  or  via  shuttle  buses  from  off-airport 
parking  areas. 

■  Police  details  wiU  be  employed  at  appropriate  locations  on  the  airport  to  manage  traffic 
and  ensure  pubUc  safety. 

6.9.5.2      Air  Quality 

As  part  of  its  continued  commitment  to  reduce  impacts  to  the  environment,  Massport 
will  require  contiactors  to  retrofit  their  heavy  construction  equipment  with  advanced 
pollution  control  devices  during  construction  in  accordance  with  DEP's  Clean  Air 
Construction  Initiative.  Contiactor-owned  equipment  such  as  front-end  loaders, 
backhoes,  cranes  and  excavators  will  be  retrofitted  with  oxidation  catalysts.  This  device 
filters  out  and  breaks  down  hydrocarbons,  particulate  matter  and  carbon  dioxide 
associated  with  diesel  emissions.  Contiactors  would  also  have  the  option  of  using 
alternative  fuel  vehicles. 

Additionally,  air  quality  impacts  will  be  minimized  using  the  following  techniques: 

■  During  the  constiuction  process,  a  regular  program  of  street  sweeping  will  be  employed 
to  minimize  dust  from  construction  vehicle  movements  on  airport  roads. 

■  Fugitive  dust  also  will  be  controlled  with  water  spray  as  needed  during  demolition  and 
construction;  no  chemical  soil  stabilizers  will  be  used. 

■  All  tiucks  hauling  demolition  materials  and  excavate  from  the  site  will  be  covered. 
Truck  wheel  washing  will  be  performed  prior  to  vehicles  leaving  the  site  to  help 
suppress  fugitive  dust. 
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6.9.5.3  Noise 

General  construction  noise  will  be  limited  using  techniques  such  as: 

■  Use  of  concrete  crushers  or  pavement  saws  for  building  demolition  or  similar 
construction  activity; 

■  Use  of  local  power  grid  to  reduce  the  use  of  generators,  to  the  extent  practicable  and 
feasible. 

■  Attaching:  (1)  intake  and  exhaust  mufflers,  shields,  or  shrouds;  (2)  noise-deadening 
material  to  inside  of  hoppers,  conveyor  transfer  points,  or  chutes. 

■  Limiting:  (1)  the  numbers  and  duration  of  equipment  idling  on  the  site;  (2)  the  use  of 
annunciators  or  public  address  systems;  (3)  the  use  of  air  or  gasoline-driven  hand  tools. 

■  Configuring,  to  the  extent  feasible,  the  construction  site  in  a  manner  that  keeps  loud 
equipment  and  activities  as  far  as  possible  from  noise-sensitive  locations. 


When  construction  is  scheduled  during  the  nighttime  hours  and  near  the  community 
sensitive  areas  (i.e.,  Bayswater,  Winthrop)  the  following  noise  mitigation  measures  will 
be  employed: 


■  The  use  of  backup  alarms  for  all  pieces  of  equipment  wUl  be  prohibited.  The  Contractor 
will  be  required  to  provide  additional  laborers  to  assure  that  equipment  backup  is  safe 
and  complies  with  OSHA  regulations. 

■  Trucks  delivering  bituminous  concrete  or  other  materials  will  be  prohibited  from 
slamming  their  tail  gates  to  clean  out  the  beds  of  their  trucks  after  dumping. 

■  EXiring  paving  operations,  the  contractors  wUl  be  required  to  turn  off  their  vibratory 
compactors  prior  to  exiting  off  of  the  newly  placed  pavement  and  onto  the  old  existing 
pavement. 


Further  noise  control  options  wiU  be  evaluated  when  the  project  design  commences  to 
define  their  effectiveness  and  feasibility.  Appropriate  operational  specifications  and 
performance  standards  will  be  incorporated  into  the  construction  contract  documents. 


6.9.5.4      Water  Quality 

A  site-specific  Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention  Plan  (SPPP)  will  be  required  of  all 
contractors  in  accordance  with  EPA  regulations  to  mitigate  water  quality  impacts  and  to 
keep  the  airport's  existing  stormwater  system  free  of  sediment  and  contaminants  during 
construction.  The  SPPP  will  be  developed  as  part  of  the  construction  NPDES  permit. 

In  accordance  with  the  SPPP,  extensive  siltation  controls  will  be  installed  prior  to  the 
commencement  of  construction  and  maintained  until  the  project  area  is  fuUy  stabilized. 
Because  of  the  airfield's  flat  topography,  erosion  is  more  controllable  than  on  more 
variable  topography.  Precipitation  falling  on  or  rurvning  into  the  excavation  area  will  be 
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collected  at  sumps  and  pumped  to  stormwater  and  dewatering  detention  tanks.  The 
siltation  controls  will  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  siltation  fencing,  haybales,  haybale 
checkdams,  temporary  seeding,  inlets  controls  and  regular  Best  Mimagement  Practices 
(BMP)  inspections. 

6.9.5.5      Overall  Project  Construction  Mitigation 

In  addition  to  the  specific  measures  cited  above,  Massport  has  developed  a  number  of 
mandatory  construction  mitigation  procedures  for  all  construction  contractors.  Massport 
will  be  responsible  for  overseeing  all  activities  related  to  the  proposed  Airside  Project 
improvements  including  the  following  management  practices: 

■  Full  coordination  with  the  CA/T  Project,  and  with  all  relevant  agencies  including  the 
FAA,  MBTA,  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Authority,  Massachusetts  DEP,  Massachusetts 
CZM,  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  (MWRA),  City  of  Boston,  Boston 
Water  and  Sewer  Commission  (BWSC),  and  utility  companies,  as  appropriate. 

■  Prepfiration  of  detailed  pre-construction  plans  for  traffic  maintenance,  construction 
specifications  for  contractors,  and  coordinated  scheduling  of  all  construction  activities 
(as  weU  as  the  other  measures  noted  in  the  ground  transportation  section  above). 

General  construction  practices  will  be  established  by  Massport  for  all  work  to  be 
performed  on  the  Airside  Project.  These  practices  will  incorporate  in  the  contract 
specifications  the  following  elements: 

■  Hours  of  work  generally  will  be  limited  to  typiccd  working  hours  of  7:00  AM  to  3:00  PM, 
when  feasible  and  practical,  depending  on  traffic  and  travel  conditions.  When  necessary, 
as  in  the  construction  of  Runway  14/32,  a  second  shift  wall  be  employed  with  typical 
working  hours  of  3:00  PM  to  11:00  PM.  There  are  periods,  however,  when  construction  at 
night  and /or  on  weekends  when  airfield  activity  is  low,  is  the  most  appropriate  and  safe 
period  for  construction.  Such  periods  are  the  crossing  of  major  runways  and  taxiways, 
and  construction  of  the  Southwest  Taxiway  system.  This  night  and  weekend  activity  wiU 
serve  to  reduce  the  overall  duration  of  the  heavy  construction  period. 

■  An  additional  shift  between  11:00  PM  Friday  and  2:00  PM  Sunday  may  be  scheduled 
when  the  contractor  has  to  work  within  operationally  sensitive  areas.  In  these  instances, 
the  contractor  will  be  required  to  concentrate  on  one  isolated  location  on  the  airfield  to 
complete  all  of  the  required  work  within  the  39  hours  allocated.  Construction  activities 
involving  the  existing  runways  and  taxiways  would  occur  during  this  construction  shift. 

■  A  list  of  construction  Do's  and  Don'ts  wiU  be  distributed  to  all  construction  workers 
during  pre-construction  orientation  meetings.  This  simple  set  of  guidelines  and  rules 
(developed  in  concert  wdth  the  local  East  Boston  community)  wiU  help  keep  the 
construction  program  safe,  efficient,  and  non-disruptive. 

■  As  previously  noted,  all  trucks  wdll  access  the  site  by  the  main  airport  roadways  and  the 
Ted  Williams  Tunnel  only.  Use  of  the  Haul  Road  through  South  Boston  will  further  limit 
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truck  traffic  on  local  streets.  Trucks  will  be  prohibited  from  using  local  streets,  except  for  a 
short  section  of  Neptune  Road  that  provides  access  to  the  North  Gate  or  by  contractors 
when  seeking  access  to  local  businesses. 

■  A  transportation  management  plan  will  be  required  of  the  contractor.  Subject  to  the 
review  and  approval  of  Massport,  this  plan  will  describe  how  the  contractor  intends  to 
comply  with  the  on-airport  employee  parking  restrictions  set  by  the  terms  of  the  Airside 
Project  improvements  construction  contract. 

■  Fugitive  dust  will  be  controlled  through  wetting,  sweeping,  and  other  dust  suppression 
techniques.  Massport  will  require  contractors  to  maintain  on-site  water  trucks.  All  trucks 
hauling  materials  and  excavate  from  the  site  will  be  covered. 

■  Soils  borings,  testing  and  environmental  characterization  in  the  area  of  the  proposed 
project  will  be  conducted. 

■  A  Soils  Use  Policy  wUl  be  developed.  Based  upon  the  practices  and  procedures  of  a  soils 
management  plan  similar  to  that  developed  for  Logan  Airport  Modernization,  as  well  £is  a 
detailed  program  of  subsurface  investigations  in  the  airfield,  the  plan  wUl  outUne  standards 
and  procedures  for  the  identification,  handling  and  disposal  of  contaminated  materials  that 
may  be  encountered  on  the  airfield.  Soil  tracking  protocols  wiU  be  detailed  from  the  point 
of  excavation  to  designated  stockpile  areas  and  to  the  ultimate  disposal  site. 

■  A  Health  and  Safety  Plan  similar  to  that  developed  for  Logan  Airport  Modernization  wUl 
be  adapted  to  establish  the  minimum  health  and  safety  standards  that  contractors  must 
meet  during  construction  on  the  airfield.  This  includes  requirements  for  environmental 
monitoring,  personal  protective  equipment,  site  control  and  security,  and  training. 

■  Massport  will  work  with  the  contractor  to  encourage  the  recycling  of  materials, 
including  construction  debris  from  the  demolition  of  Buildings  60  and  61,  pavement 
grindings  and  suitable  excavate,  during  construction  of  the  airfield  improvements. 

6.9.5.6      Agency  and  Community  Coordination 

In  order  to  ensure  that  all  best  efforts  to  mitigate  construction  impacts  are  continued 
throughout  the  consfruction  process,  Massport  wiU  carry  out  the  foUowing  ongoing 
mitigation  efforts: 

■  Placement  of  personnel  and  equipment  to  monitor  and  report  on  the  status  of 
consfruction,  construction-related  impacts,  and  the  effectiveness  of  mitigation  measures. 

■  Creation  of  specific  consfruction-related  performance  standards  for  incorporation  in 
consfruction  confracts. 

■  Publication  of  periodic  community  newsletters  advising  the  public  as  to  the  status  of  the 
project. 
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6.1 0   Adverse  Impacts  Which  Cannot  Be 
Avoided 

Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  reduce  the  population  within  the  70  and 
75  dB  DNL  noise  contour  but  is  predicted  to  increase  the  noise-impacted  population 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  by  about  2  percent.  Affected  residences  will  be 
sound  insulated  to  mitigate  this  impact.  Measures  will  also  be  employed  to  mitigate 
impacts  to  the  tenants  of  Cargo  Building  60  that  will  be  displaced  by  construction  and  to 
provide  off-site  habitat  enhancement  for  the  upland  sandpiper  habitat  that  will  be  lost 
due  to  construction  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway. 


6.1 1    Short-Term  Uses  and  Long-Term 
Productivity 

Logan  Airport  is  an  important  element  in  the  regional  transportation  network  and  a  key 
factor  in  the  economy  of  New  England.  Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative, 
which  includes  Rimway  14/32,  will  improve  the  efficiency,  safety  and  reliability  of 
current  and  projected  operations  at  Logan.  No  other  viable  Alternative  that  would 
accomplish  the  goals  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  exists.  The  Preferred  Alternative  would 
reduce  annual  runway  delays  and  virtually  eliminate  delay  associated  with  northwest 
wind  conditions.  Construction  of  Runway  14/32  increases  the  FAA's  runway  selection 
options  to  the  extent  that  the  achievement  of  PRAS  goals  is  predicted  to  nearly  double 
compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  Similarly,  by  increasing  operations  over  water. 
Runway  14/32  reduces  the  total  annual  hours  of  dwell  and  persistence  over  populated 
areas  in  accordance  with  short-term  PRAS  goals.  As  a  result,  the  Preferred  Alternative 
would  be  effective  in  reducing  the  populaHon  in  severely  impacted  communities  within 
the  70  and  75  dB  DNL  noise  contours. 

As  noted  in  preceding  sections  of  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  the  impacts  associated 
with  the  Preferred  Alternative  include:  the  dislocation  of  the  tenants  of  Cargo  Building 
60,  a  two  percent  increase  in  the  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour,  and  the 
loss  of  approximately  37  acres  of  upland  sandpiper  habitat.  An  extensive  series  of 
mitigation  measures  and  commitments  are  proposed  to  address  these  impacts,  including 
the  provision  of  relocation  assistance  to  the  cargo  buUding  tenants  in  accordance  with 
applicable  laws  and  sound  insulation  of  affected  residences  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise 
contour.  Sound  insulation  of  the  few  historic  residential  properties  within  this  contour 
will  be  undertaken  in  accordance  with  standards  established  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  (36  CFR  800.5(b)  -  see  Appendix  H  for  a  copy  of  the  letter  from  the 
Massachusetts  Historical  Commission,  December  21, 1999.)  A  Conservation  and 
Management  Plan  has  been  developed  to  provide  a  long-term  net  benefit  to  the  upland 
sandpiper  population,  including  off -site  restoration  of  150  acres  of  habitat. 


Environmental  Consequences 


6-209 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 


In  consideration  of  the  benefits  to  be  derived  from  the  Preferred  Alternative  and  the 
measures  to  be  employed  to  mitigate  impacts,  the  short-term  use  of  resources  required  to 
implement  the  proposed  action  is  consistent  with  the  long-term  goal  of  improving  the 
efficiency  and  reliability  of  airside  operations  at  Logan. 


6.1 2   Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitment  of 
Resources 

Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  require  certain  irreversible  and 
irretrievable  commitments  of  resources;  however,  there  are  no  new,  unusual,  or  Hmited 
sources  of  materials  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Construction  of  the 
runway  and  taxiway  improvements  wiU  consume  fuel  and  result  in  the  consumption  of 
raw  materials  such  as  gravel,  concrete  and  other  materials  required  for  the  construction 
process.  Materials  from  demolition  of  existing  structures  will  be  recycled  to  the  extent 
possible.  There  are  no  materials  required  for  the  construction  or  operation  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  that  are  known  to  be  in  short  supply.  Although  there  will  be  some 
impacts  to  natural  resources,  measures  will  be  implemented  to  mitigate  both  short-term 
(construction)  and  long-term  impacts  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable. 
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Key  Points 


In  the  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/ 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR),  Chapter  7  presented  an 
assessment  of  incremental  environmental  impacts  of  the  alternatives  in  the  context  of  other 
landside  projects  and  identified  the  interrelationships /independence  of  Massport's  airside 
and  landside  initiatives.  This  chapter  of  the  Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR  (DEIS/FEIR) 
presents  an  updated  construction  management  plem  that  quimtifies  the  number  of  daily  and 
total  truck  trips  and  includes  construction  activity  that  will  occur  simultaneously  with  the 
Central  Artery /Tunnel  construction  in  East  Boston,  other  Logan  Airport  projects,  and  any 
other  major  construction  activities  planned  to  occur  in  East  Boston. 

■  The  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  (Airside  Project)  has  independent 
utility,  and  will  not  stimulate,  preclude  or  otherwise  deterrrdne  other  development 
anticipated  as  pjirt  of  Massport's  landside  planning  efforts.  The  Airside  Project  is 
needed  whether  or  not  passenger  levels  at  Logan  International  Airport  (Logan)  continue 
to  grow. 

■  The  Airside  Project  noise  assessment  is  cumulative  by  its  nature,  examining  all  aircraft 
operations,  including  in-flight  as  well  as  ground  taxi  noise.  By  reducing  delay  and 
increasing  the  ability  to  meet  Preferential  Runway  Advisory  System  (PRAS)  goals,  the 
Preferred  Alternative  (Alternative  lA)  provides  a  significant  reduction  in  noise  for  the 
most  severely  impacted  areas.  After  sound  insulating  to  mitigate  impacts  within  the 
65  decibel  (dB)  day-night  sound  level  (DNL)  noise  contour,  the  Preferred  Alternative 
provides  net  long-term  benefits. 

■  There  are  no  significant  aircraft  noise  impacts  associated  with  the  operation  of  the  other 
present  and  reasonably  foreseeable  landside  projects  at  Logan,  and  therefore  no 
cumulative  noise  impacts  created  by  the  combination  of  these  projects  with  the 
proposed  Airside  Project  improvements.  The  future  fleet  forecasts  and  airport 
operations  associated  with  the  proposed  terminal  improvements  at  Terminal  B  and 
Terminal  E,  and  the  proposed  replacement  of  Terminal  A,  are  consistent  with  the 
analysis  assumptions  made  for  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

■  There  are  no  long-term  cumulative  air  quality  impacts.  The  Airside  Project  air  quality 
assessment  evaluated  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  aU  airport-related  sources  of 
air  emissions,  including  on-  and  off-airport  motor  vehicles.  Results  indicate  that  overall 
air  quality  impacts  are  beneficial  or  will  remain  within  the  National  Ambient  Air 
QuaUty  Standards  (NAAQS). 
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■  A  cumulative  air  quality  benefit  is  achieved  as  a  result  of  the  net  effect  of  the  Airside 
Project,  the  Logan  Modernization  landside  projects,  and  the  Central  Artery /Tunnel 
(CA/T)  improvements,  which  independently  produce  positive  air  quality  benefits. 

■  Construction  traffic  from  the  proposed  Airside  Project  improvements  associated  with 
the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not  add  significantly  to  the  existing  volume  of  traffic. 
Peak  airside  project  truck  traffic  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  184  trips  per  day.^ 
This  is  reduced  significantly  from  648  peak  truck  trips  presented  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  as  a  result  of  the  reduction  of  soil  material  to  be  removed  off-site. 
Construction  vehicles  on  Logan  associated  with  the  Airside  Project  represent  less  than 
0.2  percent  of  the  total  traffic  volume  and  will  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  the 
regional  highway  system. 


As  the  discussion  in  the  preceding  chapters  demonstrates,  Logan  Airport  is  a  multi-faceted 
facility  that  involves  a  wide  variety  and  level  of  transportation-related  operations  that  have 
various  environmental  impacts.  From  both  functional  and  environmental  impact 
perspectives,  Logan  can  be  divided  into  two  components:  landside  facilities  and  airside 
facilities.  Functionally,  the  landside  facilities  are  those  which  accommodate  the  ground 
movement  of  passengers  to-and-from  Logan  and  to-and-from  aircraft.  Landside  facilities 
consist  primarily  of  roadways,  vehicular  parking  lots  and  garages,  passenger  terminals, 
and  airport  service  areas.  The  primary  functions  of  the  airside  facilities  are  to  accommodate 
aircraft  operations  (i.e.,  landings  and  takeoffs)  and  movements  (i.e.,  taxiing).  The  airside 
facilities  consist  of  Logan's  runways,  taxiways  and  apron  areas. 

Analysis  and  consideration  of  both  project-specific  and  cumulative  environmental  impacts 
are  important  elements  in  the  Massachusetts  Port  Authority  (Massport)  process  for 
identifying  and,  where  appropriate,  recommending  and  implementing  capital  improvement 
projects.  For  those  project  concepts  which  meet  certain  established  regulatory  threshold 
criteria,  the  environmental  evaluahon  process  is  formalized  through  appropriate  documents 
prepared  and  submitted  for  public  review  in  accordance  with  both  federal  law  (the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  as  amended),  and  pertinent  implementing  regulations  and 
agency  orders,  and  state  law  (the  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA)  as 
amended),  and  pertinent  implementing  regulations. 

Environmental  review  of  Logan  Airport  operations  takes  place  at  two  levels.  The  first  is  a 
comprehensive,  cumulative  analysis  in  the  form  of  the  state  required  Logan  Airport 
Generic  Envirorvmental  Impact  Report  (GEIR)  now  known  as  the  Logan  Airport 
Environmental  Status  and  Planning  Report  (ESPR),  and  associated  Logan  Airport  Annual 
Updates,  now  known  as  Environmental  Data  Reports  (EDRs).  The  GEIR/ESPR  cycle, 
which  includes  the  1994/95  GEIR,  1996  Annual  Update,  1997  Annual  Update,  and  the  1998 


1       92  round  trips  equal  1 84  total  trips. 
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Annual  Update,  and  the  recently  submitted  1999  ESPR  (i)  presents  annual  environmental 
conditions  for  noise,  ground  access,  air  quality  and  water  quality,  and  assesses  the 
cumulative  impacts  of  current  and  predicted  levels  of  the  various  types  of  operations  on 
both  the  landside  and  airside  facilities;  (ii)  reports  on  the  status  of  planning,  design,  and 
construction  activities  at  Logan,  and  (iii)  presents  ctnd  tracks  Massport's  mitigation 
commitments.  The  GEIR/ESPR  provides  context  to  on-going  planning  at  Logan  and  is 
intended  to  enhance  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs'  (EOEA's)  and  FAA's 
review  of  individual  project  concepts. 

The  second  level  of  environmental  review  is  project  specific.  Potential  improvement 
projects  that  proceed  from  the  planning  to  the  proposal  stage  are  also  subject  to  individual 
project  NEPA  and  MEPA  review  if  such  projects  fall  within  established  guidelines.  The 
level  of  such  review  varies,  and  may  include  initiating  a  federal  Environmental  Assessment 
(EA)  or  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  in  anticipation  of  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  (FAA)  fimding  or  layout  plan  approval,  and /or  filing  an  Environmental 
Notification  Form  (ENF)  to  initiate  the  state  review  process  that  may  include  the 
preparation  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR).  The  focus  of  individual  project 
review  centers  on  the  comparative  analysis  of  impacts /benefits  associated  with  various 
project  alternatives,  including  the  Preferred  Alternative  and  a  No  Action  Alternative.  Both 
federal  and  state  individued  project  review  also  includes  consideration  of  project  impacts 
within  a  cumulative  project  impact  context. 

This  Airside  Project  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  assesses  cumulative  environmental  impact  in 
accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  regulations  and  guidance^  and 
FAA  implementing  directives,  as  well  as  the  MEPA  regulations,  respectively.  CEQ  defines 
cumulative  impact  as  that  "which  results  from  the  incremental  impact  of  the  action  when 
added  to  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions..."  (CEQ,  40  CFR 
1508.7).  In  determining  the  scope  of  environmental  documents  with  regard  to  cumulative 
impact,  the  CEQ  requires  that  agencies  consider  actions  which  may  be  "connected"  (i.e., 
actions  that  automatically  trigger  other  actions,  cannot  proceed  in  the  absence  of  other 
actions,  or  are  interdependent  parts  of  a  larger  action),  "cumulative"  (i.e.,  when  viewed  with 
other  actions  have  cumulatively  significant  impacts),  or  "similar"  (i.e.,  when  viewed  with 
other  reasonably  foreseeable  or  proposed  actions  have  similarities  that  provide  a  basis  for 
evaluating  their  consequences  together.)  This  information  is  provided  in  Section  7.3. 

The  purpose  of  the  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  is  to  address  aircraft  operating 
delays  and  to  enhance  the  safety  of  the  Logan  airfield.  The  proposed  Airside  Project 
improvements  focus  on  improving  the  efficiency  of  aircraft  operations.  These  proposed 
airside  improvements  serve  a  functionally  different  purpose  than  the  many  different 
landside  projects  that  are  designed  to  improve  the  ground  access  of  passengers  to  and  from 
Logan  and  to  and  from  aircraft,  or  to  improve  passenger  processing  and  services. 


2       'Considering  CumulaSve  Effects  Under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act, "  Council  on  Environnfiental  Quality,  January  1 997. 
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The  Airside  Project  has  independent  utility,  and  wUl  not  stimulate,  preclude,  or  otherwise 
determine  other  development  anticipated  as  part  of  Massport's  landside  planning  effort.  None 
of  the  past,  present,  or  foreseeable  future  projects  described  in  Section  7.3  are  functionally  or 
economically  interdependent  with  the  proposed  Airside  Project.  The  project  wUl  not  foreclose 
future  options  or  irretrievably  commit  resources  to  future  projects.  Therefore  none  of  the  past, 
present  or  reasonably  foreseeable  future  landside  projects  are  functionally  "similar"  or 
"connected"  with  the  Airside  Project. 

In  accordance  with  the  FAA  directives,  as  the  lead  federal  agency  under  NEPA,  this  Airside 
Project  Supplemental  Draft  EIS  addresses  the  question  of  whether  the  environmental 
effects  of  the  proposed  Airside  Project  will  cause  cumulative  environmental  impacts  when 
added  incrementally  to  the  environmental  effects  of  past,  present  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  future  actions  at  Logan. 

In  addition,  this  chapter  provides  an  analysis  of  short-term  cumulative  impacts  from 
construction  activities  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative.  This  cumulative  impact 
analysis  is  conducted  within  the  context  of  short-term  construction  impacts  associated  with 
other  projects  that  are  anticipated  to  be  in  the  construction  stage  at  the  same  time  the 
constiuction  program  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  underway  as  specified  in  the  May  7, 
1999  EOEA  Certificate.  See  Section  7.5  for  a  discussion  of  cumulative  construction  impacts. 
Section  7.5.1.1  includes  a  refinement  of  the  tiuck  traffic  projected  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  from  both  the  Preferred  Alternative  and  other  concurrent  on-airport  projects. 


7.2     Relationship  to  the  GEIR/ESPR 

TJic  Logan  Airport  1994/95  Gmcric  Environmental  Impact  Report  (GEIR)  and  its  2996, 1997  and 
1998  Annual  Updates,  EOEA  #  3247/5146,  (coUectively  the  GEIR)  and  the  subsequent  1999 
Environmental  Status  and  Planning  Report  (ESPR),  EOEA  #  3247,  provide  a  comprehensive 
evaluation  of  the  cumulative  effects  of  growth  and  change  at  Logan  and  serve  as  a  planning 
tool  for  current  and  future  projects  proposed  by  Massport.  The  GEIR/ESPR  provides  an 
overview  of  the  relationship  of  airport  operations,  as  a  whole,  to  local  and  regional  noise, 
ground  access,  air  quality,  and  water  quality  conditions.  Individual  projects  such  as  the 
Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project,  are  described  in  the  GEIR/ESPR.  These  projects 
subsequently  undergo  individual  project  review  under  NEPA  and/ or  MEPA  if 
environmental  review  thresholds  are  met. 

This  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  in-depth  analysis  of  Logan's  future  airfield  operating 
conditions  with  and  without  the  Preferred  Alternative.  This  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  builds 
upon  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  GEIR/ESPR  in  its  analysis  of  impacts,  and 
provides  a  broader  understanding  of  the  potential  benefits  and  impacts  of  proposed  changes  to 
existing  and  future  Logan  airside  operations. 

The  analysis  conditions  presented  in  the  GEIR/ESPR  are  consistent  with  those  used  for  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Both  documents  evaluate  future  conditions  at  Logan  associated 
with  annual  passenger  levels  of  29  million  and  37.5  million.  The  GEIR/ESPR  evaluated 
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impacts  for  future  analysis  conditions  and  all  passenger  levels  using  a  mid-range  aircraft 
fleet.  The  1999  ESPR  evaluated  a  high  "Regional  Jet"  fleet  (High  RJ  Fleet)  for  the 
37.5  million  annual  passenger  activity  level.  To  more  fully  identify  the  range  of  potential 
impacts  associated  with  future  airfield  operations,  this  Airside  Project  Supplemental 
DElS/FElR  expanded  the  GEIR/ESPR  airport  operational  analysis  by  evaluating  both  a 
High  and  Low  range  Fleet  that  bracketed  the  GEIR/ESPR  mid-range  fleet  assumptions.  In 
addition,  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  also  evaluates  the  37.5  million  annual  air  passenger 
fleet  with  a  high  proportion  of  regional  jets  (High  RJ  Fleet).  These  fleets  represent  a  range 
of  operational  scenarios,  reflecting  higher  and  lower  numbers  of  aircraft  operations  and 
fleet  mixes  to  deliver  the  same  specific  passenger  level.  In  this  manner,  the  impacts  of 
Airside  Project  proposed  improvements  are  identified  as  a  function  of  aircraft  operations. 

This  Airside  Project  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  a  comprehensive  analysis  of 
cumulative  impacts  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative.  It  involves  a  review  of 
impacts  generated  by  airfield  operations  (i.e.,  aircraft  takeoffs  and  landings  and  taxiing)  for 
1993  Historic  Modeled  CondiHons,  1998  Actual  Conditions  and  future  scenarios  of 
29  rrulHon  annual  air  passengers  with  a  Low  Fleet  assumption  (29M  Low  Fleet),  and 
37.5  million  air  passengers  with  an  RJ  Fleet  as  weU  as  the  High  Fleet  (37.5M  High  Fleet). 
The  impact  analysis  applicable  to  future  years  is  based  on  passenger  forecasts  and  fleet 
forecasts  and  employs  detailed  modeling.  (See  discussion  at  Chapter  4.0  for  assumptions 
and  other  details  of  these  forecasts  and  modeling  techniques.)  The  1994/95  GEIR  provided  a 
similar  review  of  comprehensive  impacts  for  such  operations,  based  on  identical  passenger 
forecasts  and  similar  modeling  techniques. 

As  discussed  in  more  detail  in  the  following  sections,  this  Airside  Project  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  supplements  the  analysis  of  impacts  from  airside  operations  that  was  provided 
in  the  Logan  Airport  1994/95  GEIR  and  the  3996,  3997,  and  1998  Annual  Updates  and  the  3999 
ESPR  by  including  the  following: 

■  Aniilysis  of  high  and  low  aircraft  fleets  scenario,  compared  to  analysis  of  mid-range  fleet 
in  the  GEIR; 

■  New  cumulative  noise  impact  analysis  which  takes  into  account  changes  in  runway 
utilization  that  result  from  some  of  the  improvements  under  review  and  a  greater  ability 
to  achieve  PRAS  goals;  and 

■  New  cumulative  air  quality  impact  analysis  based  on  changes  in  aircraft  taxiing  routes 
and  patterns  that  are  intended  to  result  from  certain  of  the  improvements  under  review. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  GEIR/ESPR  air  quality  comprehensive  impact  analysis  is  based  on 
two  component  categories  of  operation,  landside  and  airside.  The  air  quality  analysis 
provided  in  this  Airside  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  supplements  the  GEIR/ESPR  analysis 
only  to  the  extent  that  it  incorporates  changes  associated  with  the  proposed  Airside  Project 
improvements.  Airside  Project  improvements  under  review  do  not  relate  to  or  affect  anv  of 
the  landside  facilities  or  operations,  and  consequently,  do  not  change  any  of  the  air  quality 
impact  analysis  of  landside  facUities  or  operations  presented  in  the  GEIR/ESPR. 
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CVerall,  this  Airside  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  complements  the  findings  of  the  GEIR/ESPR 
and  provides  an  analysis  of  the  potential  cumulative  impacts  and  benefits  of  the  airside  and 
landside  projects.  The  assessment  of  the  environmental  effects  of  airport  operations  described 
in  the  1994/95  GEIR  and  the  2996,  2997,  and  1998  Annual  Updates  and  tiie  2999  ESPR  are 
incorporated  by  reference  in  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and  provide  a  starting  point  for 
the  environmental  impact  analysis  presented  in  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


The  purpose  of  the  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  is  to  reduce  current  and  projected 
levels  of  airfield  congestion  and  delay  and  to  enhance  the  safety  of  aircraft  operations  at 
Logan.  Massport's  proposed  landside  improvements  are  planned  to  enhance  the  efficiency  of 
passenger  processing,  and  include  terminal  modernization,  as  well  as  roadway,  parking  and 
service  area  improvements.  The  landside  projects  will  not  affect  the  design  or  implementation 
of  the  Airside  Project,  which  has  independent  utility,  nor  wiU  the  Airside  Project 
improvements  affect  the  design  or  implementation  of  any  of  the  landside  projects. 

All  other  airside  and  landside  projects,  where  required,  will  continue  to  be  the  subject  of 
separate  comprehensive  environmental  analysis  by  project  proponents  in  accordance  with 
federal  and  state  regulations. 

A  summary  of  other  Massport  projects  follows  (See  Figure  7.3-1  for  the  project  location.). 
For  additional  information,  please  refer  to  the  Logan  Airport  1998  Annual  Update^  and  the 


Logan  Modernization  is  a  Massport  capital  investment  program  currently  underway  to 
address  current  and  future  passenger  activities  and  facilities.  Logan  Modernization  consists 
of  projects  that  wiU  modernize  the  terminal  areas  and  other  landside  facilities  to  address 
problems  of  terminal  overcrowding,  roadway  congestion  and  inadequate  parking. 
Implementation  of  Massport's  proposed  terminal  projects  as  described  below  will  enable 
Logan  to  provide  modem,  efficient  service  to  its  passengers. 


3  Logan  Airport  1998  Annual  Update,  prepared  for  Massport  by  Vanasse  Hangen  Brustlin,  Inc.  October  1 5, 1 999. 

4  Logan  Airport  1999  Environmental  Status  and  Planning  Report,  prepared  for  liflassport  by  Vanasse  Hangen  Brustlin,  Inc.  December  1 5,  2000 
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7.3.1 .1  West  Garage  Project,  Elevated  Walkways  and  Terminal  Roadways 

In  March  1995,  the  West  Garage  Project  Final  EIR/EA  was  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Environmental  Affairs  to  adequately  comply  with  MEPA.  The  FAA  issued  a  Finding  of  No 
Significant  Impact  (FONSI).  This  FONSI  considered  the  impact  of  past,  present,  and 
foreseeable  projects. 

Phase  I  of  the  West  Garage  Project  opened  in  September  1998.  This  project  consolidated 
3,150  parking  spaces  from  remote,  at-grade  parking  lots  serving  Logan  Airport,  and  offset  the 
loss  of  spaces  to  other  Logan  Airport  landside  construction  projects. 

With  the  West  Garage  addition  in  the  terminal  area  parking  complex,  Logan  Airport  created  a 
convenient  Central  Parking  Facility  to  serve  the  terminal  area.  Elevated  pedestrian  walkways 
link  the  facility  to  the  four  terminals.  Walkways  with  moving  sidewalks  connect  the  West 
Garage  to  Terminals  A  and  E,  including  walkways  with  floor  mosaics,  which  became  the 
largest  public  art  installation  in  New  England.  In  1999,  the  construction  of  the  walkways  to 
Terminals  B  and  C  began,  with  expected  completion  in  2001.  Public  art  features  will  also  be 
feal^xred  on  these  walkways. 

Massport  has  evaluated  design  options  for  Pheise  II  of  the  West  Garage  and  has  concluded  that 
the  most  cost  effective  way  to  proceed  with  Phase  II  is  to  add  three  levels  of  p^^rking  to  the 
Central  Garage  rather  than  provide  the  spaces  in  the  location  originally  planned.  A  Notice  of 
Project  Change  (NPC)  was  filed  with  the  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs, 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA)  Office  on  October  31,  2000  describing  the 
proposed  chainges  and  associated  environmental  impacts.  The  Secretary's  Certificate  on  the 
NPC,  issued  December  8,  2000,  indicated  that  no  further  MEPA  review  is  required. 

Terminal  roadway  improvements  will  be  coordinated  with  the  CA/T  and  Logan 
Modernization  projects  to  incorporate  the  airport  roadway  system  into  the  regional 
highway  system  and  to  improve  vehicle  capacity  and  access  to  the  terminals.  The  roadway 
improvements  have  been  designed.  Construction  has  commenced  and  is  expected  to  be 
completed  in  2002. 

7.3.1 .2  International  Gateway/Federal  Inspection  Services 

The  International  Gateway  Project  is  being  built  in  response  to  the  continued  growth  in 
international  activity  by  both  US  and  foreign  flag  carriers  at  Logan  Airport.  As  New  England's 
principal  international  gateway,  Logan  Airport  and  Terminal  E  are  critical  links  for  the  City's 
and  region's  economy  to  an  increasingly  global  marketplace .  A  state-of-the-art,  high-efficiency 
facility  wiU  enlarge  Logan  Airport's  congested  Federal  Inspection  Services  (FIS)  facility,  the 
meeter/greeter  lobby,  and  the  ticketing  area,  and  ultimately  maximize  passenger  convenience 
cmd  reduce  processing  times.  The  FIS  facility  will  be  located  south  of  the  existing  Terminal  E. 
Additionally,  to  reduce  curb  and  roadway  congestion  at  the  terminal,  this  project  also  includes 
a  new  double-decked  roadway  system  for  arrivals  and  departures. 
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The  Final  EIR/EA  for  the  International  Gateway  Project  was  determined  to  adequately 
comply  with  MEPA  in  December  1996.  The  FAA  issued  a  FONSI  under  NEPA.  This  FONSI 
considered  the  impact  of  past,  present,  and  foreseeable  projects. 

Construction  of  Phase  I  of  the  International  Gateway  Project  began  in  1998,  with  an  anHcipated 
completion  in  2003.  Phase  II,  a  new  West  Concourse,  which  will  add  three  gates  to  handle 
international  activity,  is  anticipated  to  commence  sometime  after  2003. 

The  Central  Cooling  and  Heating  plant  is  being  rehabilitated  to  support  both  the  existing 
facility  requirements  and  the  Logan  Airport  Modernization  projects.  These  heating  and 
cooling  upgrades  will  be  constructed  in  phases.  The  project  will  support  the  new  FIS 
facilities  and  include  the  replacement  of  cooling  towers  and  other  facilities  to  provide 
adequate  service,  airport  wide.  Construction  began  in  1998  and  is  expected  to  be  completed 
in  2001. 

7.3.1 .3      Airport  Intermodal  Transit  Connector 

The  Airport  Intermodal  Transit  Connector  (AITC)  project  is  part  of  an  interagency  effort 
undertaken  by  Massport  and  the  MBTA.  The  proposed  AITC  will  provide  a  user-friendly 
transit  alternative  for  air  passengers  and  other  users  of  Logan  Airport  such  as  employees 
and  meeters/greeters.  The  AITC  will  be  a  "dual-route,"  enhanced  bus  service  that  will 
directly  connect  Logan  Airport  with  South  Station  (the  red  route)  via  the  Ted  Williams 
Tunnel  and  the  South  Boston  Transitway,  and  with  the  MBTA  Blue  Line  (the  blue  route). 

The  two-route  AITC  bus  system  wUl  expand  the  intermodal  reach  of  Logan  Airport.  It  will 
represent  a  new  public  transportation  route  between  Logan  Airport  and  South  Station,  and 
will  improve  intermodal  links  between  Logan  Airport  and  the  MBTA  Red  Line,  the 
commuter  rail,  and  the  intercity  rail  (Amtrak).  The  new  Airport  Stahon  will  provide  an 
improved  connection  to  the  AITC  Blue  Une;  it  also  may  become  a  stop  on  the  MBTA's 
proposed  Circumferential  Transit  service.  The  AITC  will  create  an  alternative  option  for  a 
one-seat  ride  from  both  the  Financial  District  and  the  South  Boston  Seaport  District  to  the 
Logan  Airport  terminals. 

Both  routes  of  the  AITC  are  expected  to  be  fully  operational  by  2003  with  timing  dependent 
upon  complehon  of  the  MBTA's  South  Boston  Piers  Transitway  Project  and  the  new  MBTA 
Blue  Line  Airport  Station.  The  AITC  is  currently  on  the  Massachusetts  Transportation 
Improvement  Program  (TIP),  making  it  eligible  for  Federal  funding.  Massport  is  working 
with  the  MBTA  to  procure  new  buses  for  the  AITC  and  to  address  other  issues  regarding 
operations,  maintenance,  scheduling,  and  program  requirements. 

Logan  DART 

In  the  interim  until  the  AITC  is  operational,  a  new  Massport  sponsored  shuttle  service  began 
operation  on  November  15,  2000.  The  service  is  named  the  Logan  DART  and  operates  Sunday 
through  Friday  from  6  AM  to  8  PM.  There  are  two  stops  at  South  Station;  at  Gate  25  and  outside 
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on  Summer  Street.  The  service  uses  the  Ted  Williams  Tunnel  to  travel  between  South  Station 
and  Logan  Airport,  with  buses  leaving  every  15  minutes.  The  vehicle  stops  at  all  terminals  at 
Logan  Airport.  The  fare  is  $5  each  way  with  discounted  fares  for  Logan  Airport  employees  and 
Logan  Employee  Transportation  Management  Association  (TMA)  members. 

7.3.1.4      Terminal  A  Replacement 

Massport  is  currently  working  with  Delta  Air  Lines  to  implement  the  replacement  of  Terminal 
A  with  a  contemporary  terminal  facility.  The  replacement  terminal  is  designed  to  enable  Delta 
Air  Lines  to  process  current  and  forecasted  passenger  throughput  with  a  high  degree  of 
passenger  amenity,  safety,  and  efficiency.  The  facility  consists  of  a  main  terminal  located  on  the 
airport  roadway  with  ticket  and  baggage  services.  This  is  linked  via  a  pedestrian  tunnel  to  a 
satellite  concourse  located  along  Harborside  Drive.  The  satellite  concourse  has  been  designed  to 
serve  as  a  noise  buffer  between  Logan  Airport  and  the  adjacent  Jeffries  Point  neighborhood. 
The  project  design  incorporates  sustainable  design  and  construction  principles  to  minimize 
overall  impact  on  the  human  and  natural  environment. 

On  December  8, 1999,  an  Environmental  Notification  Form  (ENF)  that  describes  the 
Terminal  A  Replacement  Project  was  filed  with  MEPA.  On  January  7,  2000,  the  Secretary  of 
Environmental  Aff^urs  issued  a  scope  for  the  preparation  of  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report  (EIR).  On  May  31,  2000,  a  Draft  EIR/Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  was  filed  with 
MEPA  and  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA).  FAA  issued  a  FONSl  on  September 
13,  2000.  This  FONSI  considered  the  impact  of  past,  present,  and  foreseeable  projects.  A 
Final  EIR  was  filed  with  MEPA  on  October  2,  2000,  and  on  November  16,  2000  the  EOEA 
Secretary  approved  the  project  with  a  finding  that  the  Final  EIR  was  adequate.  No  further 
environmental  review  is  required. 


A  replacement  Jet  Fuel  Storage  Facility  for  the  five  existing,  separately  owned  and  operated 
facilities  in  the  North  Cargo  Area  was  completed  in  October  1999.  The  new  storage  facility 
is  now  consolidated  and  upgraded  from  the  former  system  and  is  managed  by  one  entity. 
On-airport  storage  capacity  is  increased  to  support  the  types  and  numbers  of  planes 
expected  to  use  Logan  Airport.  Consolidation  allows  Massport  to  strengthen 
environmental  controls  such  as  leak  detection  and  spUI  containment  and  to  improve  safety 
equipment  and  management. 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  determined  that  the  Final  EIR  for  the  jet  fuel  facility 
adequately  complies  with  MEPA  in  May  1996.  No  further  environmental  review  was 
required.  The  FAA  determined  the  project  to  be  categorically  excluded  under  NEPA. 

7.3.1.6      Jet  Fuel  Distribution  System 

A  new  underground  Jet  Fuel  Distribution  System  around  the  airport's  terminal  areas  also 
was  completed  in  October  1999.  The  new  system  includes  cormections  between  existing 
and  new  individual  terminal  hydrant  systems  and  an  emergency  fuel  shut-off.  The  system 
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supplies  jet  fuel  by  a  hydrant  system  to  most  aircraft  gates.  The  Jet  Fuel  Distribution 
System  has  been  designed  and  constructed  to  meet  future  fueling  needs  in  accordance  with 
industry  engineering  and  environmental  standards. 

An  ENF  was  filed  with  MEPA  in  January  1994.  Notices  of  Project  Change  were  filed  in  June 
1995  and  February  1996  which  required  no  further  review.  The  FAA  determined  the  project 
to  be  categorically  excluded  under  NEPA. 


In  addition  to  the  Logan  Modernization  projects,  Massport  cdso  pl^mned  or  is  anticipating  a 
range  of  landside  projects  that  will  improve  airport  service  areas,  tenant  facilities  and 
airport  maintenance  programs,  as  described  below. 

7.3.2.1  Replacement  Hilton  Hotel 

Groundbreaking  for  the  Hilton  Hotel  took  place  in  December  1997,  and  the  hotel  opened  in 
Fall  1999.  The  site  for  the  hotel  is  located  on  an  8.1 -acre  parcel  in  the  central  terminal  area  of 
Logan  Airport,  adjacent  to  the  West  Garage.  The  existing  Ramada  Hotel  was  demolished  in 
2000  to  make  way  for  the  improved  Main  Airport  Roadway. 

Following  the  submission  of  an  ENF  in  May  1996,  the  Massachusetts  Executive  Office  of 
Environmental  Affairs  (EOEA)  issued  a  decision  in  July  1996  granting  a  waiver  from  the 
preparation  of  an  FIR.  The  FAA  determined  that  the  project  was  categorically  excluded  from 
the  requirement  for  formal  Environmental  Assessment.  In  April  1997,  the  project  proponent 
filed  a  Notice  of  Project  Change  to  reflect  a  reduced  building  height  and  sUghtiy  increased 
building  size.  In  May  1997,  EOEA  issued  a  Certificate  requiring  no  further  environmentiil 
review.  The  project  was  not  subject  to  NEPA. 

7.3.2.2  US  Airways  Terminal  B  Consolidation 

As  described  in  the  1997  and  1998  Annual  Update,  US  Airways  is  consolidating  its  mainline, 
Metro  Jet,  commuter,  and  Shuttle  (formerly  at  Terminal  A)  operations  in  one  location.  To 
accommodate  these  operations.  Terminal  B's  Pier  B  was  modified.  This  project  included  the 
constiuction  of  a  two-level  addition  totaling  65,000  square  feet  at  the  south  end  of 
Terminal  B,  Pier  B,  providing  additional  holdrooms,  concession  areas,  baggage  handling, 
and  airside  operations  space.  These  improvements  wiU  allow  US  Airways  to  operate  more 
efficiently  and  wiU  improve  passenger  service.  Constiuction  of  the  US  Airways  Terminal  B 
Consolidation  Project  began  in  1999  and  is  expected  to  be  completed  by  2002.  The  FAA 
determined  the  project  to  be  categorically  excluded  under  NEPA. 

7.3.2.3  United  Airlines  Terminal  C,  Pier  B  Improvements 

United  AirUnes  is  consolidating  its  services  and  facilities  from  different  terminals  to 
Terminal  C,  Pier  B.  An  ENF  was  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  in 
April  1998  and  a  Certificate  requiring  no  Environmental  Impact  Report  was  issued  in  May 
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1998.  The  FAA  determined  the  project  to  be  categorically  excluded  under  NEPA.  Construction 
of  the  project  began  in  early  1999  and  will  be  completed  in  2001. 

7.3.2.4      American  Airlines  Terminal  B,  Pier  A  Improvements/ 
Massport  Satellite  FIS  Facility 

Massport  and  American  Airlines  are  proceeding  with  improvements  to  Terminal  B,  Pier  A,  to 
better  accommodate  current  passenger  demands  and  anticipated  future  passenger  growth. 
American  Airlines  proposes  to  consolidate  all  of  its  Boston  operations,  including  its  existing 
domestic  and  international  operations,  into  one  location.  American  plans  to  do  this  by  renovating 
the  existing  Pier  A  of  Terminal  B  to  provide  improved  circulation,  ticket  space,  baggage  handling, 
concessions,  and  other  amenities.  To  accommodate  more  efficiently  the  growing  international 
market,  Massport  proposes  to  construct  a  new  satellite  FIS  facility  at  the  southeast  end  of 
Terminal  B,  Pier  A. 

On  May  31, 2000,  a  joint  Massport/ American  Airlines  ENF  was  filed  with  MEPA.  On  June  7, 2000, 
the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  issued  a  Certificate  on  the  ENF  requiring  an  EIR  On 
August  24, 2000,  the  FAA  determined  the  projects  to  be  categorically  excluded  under  NEPA.  The 
projects  meet  the  General  Conformity  requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  as  amended.^  Massport 
and  American  Airlines  are  now  proceeding  with  the  preparation  of  a  E>raft  EIR  for  these  projects. 


Massport  is  engaged  in  on-going  stiategic  planning  to  explore  ideas  for  more  efficient  use  of 
limited  land  resources  within  the  airport  service  areas.  The  four  airport  service  areas  at  Logan 
are  the  North  Service  Area/North  Cargo  Area,  Southwest  Service  Area,  Bird  Island 
Flats/South  Cargo  Area,  and  Governors  Island.  Service  area  activities  include  but  are  not 
limited  to  the  foUowing:  freight /air  cargo  operations,  aircraft  maintenance,  food  preparation, 
and  airfield  and  facilities  maintenance.  Table  7.3-1  provides  a  brief  description  of  projects  and 
planning  concepts  in  the  service  areas,  both  Massport-sponsored  and  tenant-sponsored,  that 
have  evolved  since  the  submission  of  the  Logan  Airport  1998  Annual  Update  and  the  Airside 
Improvements  Planning  Project  Draft  EIR/EIS.  More  detailed  project  descriptions  foUow. 

7.3.3.1      ParkEx  Relocation 

According  to  a  1991  Memorandum  of  Understanding  between  Massport,  MassHighway,  the 
City  of  Boston,  and  Bremen  Stieet  Trust  (owners  of  the  ParkEX  parking  facility),  the 
1,377-space  ParkEX  facility  was  to  be  moved  from  its  current  12-acre,  off-airport  location  on 
Bremen  Street  to  an  11-acre  site  that  is  currently  used  for  rental  car  parking  in  the  Southwest 
Service  Area  (SWSA)  of  Logan  Airport. 

The  East  Boston  Three-Way  Land  Transfer  ENF  and  EIR  that  were  submitted  to  MEPA  in 
Spring  and  Fall  2000,  included  a  description  of  the  relocation  of  ParkEX  facility  to  the 


5      Letter  from  John  Silva,  Manager,  Environmental  Programs,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  New  England  Region,  to  Ken  Hietbrink,  American  Airlines, 
and  Betty  Desrosiers,  Massport.  Dated  August  24, 2000. 


7.3.3 


Other  Service  Area  Projects 


Cumulative  Impacts 


7-12 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 


Table  7.3-1 

Status  of  Airport  Service  Areas  Projects  and  Planning  Concepts 


Massport  Projects  and  Planning  Concepts 


Status  of  Planning,  Design  and  Construction^ 


North  Service  Area/North  Cargo  Area  -  Uses  include  aircraft  parking,  cargo  facilities,  hangars,  ground  sen/ice  equipment  (GSE),  employee  parking, 
flight  kitchens,  construction  staging  and  navigational  equipment. 


Complete. 


Complete. 


This  concept  is  in  the  preliminary  planning  stages. 


Jet  Fuel  Storage  Facility 

A  replacement  storage  facility  to  consolidate,  upgrade  and  increase  capacity  of  the 
existing  fuel  farms. 

Jet  Fuel  Distribution  System 

A  new  underground  system  to  deliver  jet  fuel  directly  to  most  aircraft  gates  will  meet 
future  fueling  needs  in  accordance  with  engineering  and  environmental  standards. 

Replacement  Cargo  Buildings 

Replacement  of  aging  and  undersized  cargo  buildings,  and  of  cargo  facilities 
demolished  due  to  CA/T  roadway  work  will  be  required. 

Replacement  Hangar  Facilities 

Replacement  hangar  facilities  due  to  CA/T  roadway  work  will  be  required.  This  concept  is  in  the  preliminary  planning  stages. 

Southwest  Service  Area  -  Serves  as  the  airport  ground  transportation  hub  (car  rental,  taxi/bus/limousine  pool,  commercial  parking). 
Consolidated  Rental  Car  Facility 

Consolidated,  structured  rental  car  facility  is  being  considered.  This  concept  is  in  the  preliminary  planning  stages. 

ParkEx-Transaction  (formerly  Park  'N  Fly)  Buy-Out  Alternative.  Land  Transfer  Project  undenway. 

Bird  Island  Flats/South  Cargo  Area  -  Uses  include  replacement  cargo  facilities,  parking,  and  potential  commercial  development. 

Cargo  Building  63  Complete. 
Cargo  building  located  along  Harborside  Drive  over  a  portion  of  the 
Ted  Williams  Tunnel. 


Water  Shuttle  Dock  Improvements 

Dock  to  be  expanded  to  accommodate  the  demand  of  additional  vessels  and  to 
comply  with  handicapped  accessibility  requirements. 


Construction  will  begin  in  summer  2001 . 


Tenant  Improvement  Projects 

United  Airlines  Ground  Service  Equipment  Building 

Existing  facility  being  demolished  to  make  way  for  CAAT  roadway  work.  Construction 
began  on  the  new  17,000  square  foot  GSE  facility  in  the  North  Cargo  Area  adjacent 
to  the  United  Hangar  in  1998. 
US  Postal  Service  Facility 

Relocated  USPS  facility  to  meet  future  shipping  needs.  A  new  location  has  not  yet 
been  identified. 


Complete. 


This  concept  is  in  the  preliminary  planning  stages. 


Status  as  of  Winter  2001 
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SWSA,  along  with  its  environmental  impact  assessment.  After  the  filing  of  the  ENF  and  EIR, 
Massport,  ParkEX,  and  the  CA/T  Project  concluded  that  an  alternative  land  transfer  ("Buy 
Out  Alternative")  offered  important  environmental  and  operational  advantages.  The  Buy  Out 
Alternative  involves  the  purchase  of  the  Bremen  Street  lot  by  Massport,  the  transfer  of  this 
parcel  to  MassHighway  to  allow  for  the  construction  of  a  park,  and  the  transfer  of  the  Robie 
Industrial  Parcel  to  Massport.  No  transfer  of  existing  airport  land  is  involved.  The  1,377 
parking  spaces  from  the  Bremen  Street  lot  will  be  transferred  to  Logan  Airport.  The  Buy  Out 
Alternative  better  facilitates  CA/T  Project  construction  of  the  Route  lA  interchange  highway 
improvements  than  under  the  approved  East  Boston  Three- Way  Land  Transfer.  A  Notice  of 
Project  Change  (NPC)  describing  the  Buyout  Alternative  was  filed  with  MEPA  on 
October  31,  2000  and  EOEA  determined  that  no  further  environmental  review  was  required. 
Transfer  of  the  Bremen  Street  lot  and  the  Robie  Industrial  Parcel  pursuant  to  the  Buy  Out 
Alternative  was  completed  in  January,  2001. 

7.3.3.2  Robie  Industrial  Parcel 

The  Robie  Industrial  parcel,  owned  by  Massport,  is  located  adjacent  to  the  North  Cargo  Area 
of  the  airport.  The  6.9  acre  parcel,  a  former  airport  industrial  park,  is  currently  used  for 
airport  parking  and  as  a  construction  staging  area  for  CA/T  project  construction.  A 
replacement  cargo  building  is  proposed  on  the  parcel. 

7.3.3.3  Replacement  Cargo  Buildings 

The  demolition  of  air  cargo  buildings  12  and  13  to  accommodate  the  CA/T  roadways  will 
sharply  reduce  Logan  Airport's  air  cargo  space  in  the  North  Cargo  Area.  In  the  North  Cargo 
Area  alone,  more  than  150,000  square  feet  of  cargo  building  space  is  being  demolished  to 
accommodate  the  CA/T  roadways.  Replacement  on-airport  cargo  facilities  are  needed  in 
order  to  meet  existing  needs  of  the  air  cargo  industr}'  operating  at  Logan  Airport. 

7.3.3.4  Consolidated  Car  Rental  Facility 

Massport  is  evaluating  the  feasibility  of  consolidating  rental  car  operations  in  the  SWSA  to 
accommodate  all  car  rental  operations.  Storage  and  maintenance  of  portions  of  the  rental 
car  company  fleets  are  currently  dispersed  throughout  the  service  areas  and  at  off-airport 
locations.  A  consolidated  car  rental  facility  would  reduce  the  number  of  on-airport,  shuttle 
bus  trips  that  currently  nm  between  the  individual  car  rental  lots  and  the  terminals.  Rental 
car  consolidation  is  a  growing  national  trend  at  major  commercial  airports  for  its  land  use 
conservation,  and  reduced  roadway  impacts. 

7.3.3.5  Water  Shuttle  Dock  Improvements 

Massport  will  be  expanding  the  existing  on-airport  water  shuttle  dock  to  accommodate  the 
growing  demand  for  additional  vessels  and  to  comply  with  handicapped  accessibility 
requirements.  The  project  is  not  subject  to  MEPA  or  FAA  NEPA  review.  Construction  is 
anticipated  to  begin  in  2001. 
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7.3.4 


Tenant  Improvements 


Massport  leases  airport  land  and  building  space  to  a  variety  of  public  and  private  tenants 
who  require  proximity  to  the  airport.  Government  offices  include  the  Immigration  and 
Naturalization  Service  (INS),  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  the  FAA.  Private  tenants 
include  cargo  companies,  flight  kitchens,  car  rental  agencies,  and  airlines.  These  tenants 
have  the  right  to  occupy,  use  and  improve  their  leased  areas,  subject  to  and  in  accordance 
with  their  lease  terms  and  all  relevant  federal  and  state  regulations. 

Tenant  improvement  activittes  involve  a  variety  of  projects  including  minor  leasehold 
improvements  such  as  non-structural  alterations  and  minor  cosmetic  work,  equipment 
installation,  building  additions  and  tenant  relocations,  as  well  as  major  capital  investments 
by  airlines  to  improve  terminal  facilities. 

The  majority  of  the  tenant  improvement  projects  are  generally  limited  to  renovation,  repair, 
furnishing,  or  equipping  existing  building  space.  Tenant  projects  that  are  of  a  scope  or 
character  that  meet  any  MEPA  or  NEPA  threshold  for  environmental  review  proceed 
through  the  appropriate  environmental  review  process. 

Major  tenant  projects  currently  being  evaluated,  planned,  or  constructed  in  the  service 
areas  include  the  United  Airlines  Ground  Service  Equipment  Building,  replacement  hangar 
facilities,  and  the  USPS  facility.  Below  are  brief  descriptions  of  each. 

7.3.4.1  United  Airlines  Ground  Service  Equipment  Building 

The  existing  United  Airlines  ground  service  equipment  (GSE)  building  was  demolished  for 
the  CA/T  project.  Construction  began  in  the  fall  of  1998  on  a  17,000  square  foot  replacement 
facility  in  the  North  Cargo  Area  adjacent  to  the  existing  United  Airlines  Hangar.  The  building 
was  completed  and  operational  in  late  1999. 

7.3.4.2  United  States  Postal  Service  Facility 

The  United  States  Postal  Service  (USPS)  Logan  Airport  Mail  Center  in  the  South  Cargo 
Area  provides  the  USPS  with  direct  airside  access  to  air  transportation  carriers.  However, 
this  facility  is  inadequate  to  accommodate  future  USPS  shipping  needs  and  must  be 
replaced  with  a  new  facility  that  can  provide  continued,  secure  airside  access.  Although 
the  USPS  does  not  own  or  operate  a  fleet  of  aircraft,  it  does  lease  aircraft  to  accommodate 
both  airmail  and  express  package  shipments.  In  addition,  all  major  US  carriers  under 
contract  with  the  USPS  provide  belly  capacity  to  C2u-ry  US  mail  under  contract  with  the 
USPS.  The  major  carriers  provide  both  aircraft  capacity  and  line-haul  transportation.  The 
line-haul  function  is  on  the  apron  where  the  airlines  "tugs"  mail  to/from  their  aircraft  to 
the  air  mail  facihty.  The  line-haul /tug  operation  therefore  requires  secure  airside  access. 
The  North  Cargo  Area /North  Service  Area  is  one  location  under  consideration  for  the 
replacement  facility. 
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7.3.5        Airport  Edge  Buffer  Projects 

Massport's  goal  is  to  enhance  the  public  edges  of  Logan  Airport  with  attractive  architecture 
and  landscape  improvements.  Massport  has  committed  up  to  $15  million  to  the  planning, 
future  construction,  and  maintenance  of  the  Logan  Airport  Edge  Buffers.  These  buffers 
include  properties  located  in  various  areas  generally  along  Logan  Airport's  perimeter 
boundary.  (See  Table  7.3-2). 

The  buffers  wiU  be  designed  in  consultation  with  Logan  Airport's  neighbors  and  others 
through  an  open  community  planning  process.  To  discuss  East  Boston  open  space  planning, 
Massport  also  participates  in  meetings  with  other  state  and  city  agencies  including 
MassHighway,  the  CA/T  Project,  the  MBTA,  the  City  of  Boston's  Environment  Department, 
and  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority.  The  project  is  not  subject  to  NEPA. 


Table  7.3-2 

Edge  Buffer  Projects 


Edge  Buffer 

Status 

Bayswater  Embankment  Buffer 

In  early  1998  througfi  tfie  Spring  of  2000,  Massport  began  a  community  planning 

process  to  develop  a  landscape  beautification  and  streetscape  improvement  program 

for  the  Bayswater  Embankment.  In  July  2000,  construction  began  with  expected 

completion  in  2001 . 

Navy  Fuel  Pier  Buffer  Massport  is  helping  the  Jeffries  Point  neighborhood  facilitate  the  Army  Corps  of 


Engineers'  (ACOE)  remediation  of  this  site,  the  former  Navy  Fuel  Pier.  The  Jeffries 
Point  Neighborhood  Association  is  regularly  briefed  on  the  project's  progress.  ACOE 
expects  to  announce  an  appropriate  remediation  plan  for  the  contaminated  soil  by 
Spring  2001 .  The  schedule  and  scope  of  any  remediation  plan  will  help  Massport 
and  the  neighbors  develop  an  appropriate  design  and  construction  schedule. 
Massport  intends  to  initiate  a  landscape  design  consultant  selection  process  in  early 
2001. 

SWSA  Buffer  In  the  Spring  of  1999,  Massport  selected  a  consultant  team  to  lead  the  design 

process  for  the  SWSA  landscape  buffer.  Design  of  the  SWSA  buffer  will  be  timed  to 
coincide  with  other  development  in  the  SWSA  (i.e.  relocation  of  ParkEX).  Massport 
described  the  SWSA  Buffer  and  presented  preliminary  concept  plans  in  the  East 
Boston  Three-Way  Land  Transfer  ENF  and  EIR  filing.  In  2001,  Massport  has  started 
a  community  planning  process  to  design  the  SWSA  Edge  Buffer  concurrent  with  the 
site's  future  development. 

North  Service  Area  Buffer  In  January  1997,  Massport  selected  a  landscape  architect/planning  firm  to  lead  the 

design  process  for  the  NSA  Buffer.  The  team  developed  schematic  designs  with 
input  from  the  neighbors.  Due  to  neighborhood  members'  concerns  over  the 
possibility  of  increased  public  access  near  their  homes,  this  project,  at  the  request  of 
the  neighborhood,  was  put  on  temporary  hold  until  further  notice. 


7.3.6        Other  Airfield/Airside  Improvement  Projects 
7.3.6.1      Blast  Fence  Removal 

Recent  accidents  involving  blast  fences  at  airports  across  the  US  have  highlighted  the  need 
to  remove  airfield  barriers  and  raised  awareness  of  this  nationwide  safety  problem.  The 
National  Transportation  Safety  Board  (NTSB),  in  a  September  19,  2000  letter  to  Massport, 
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stated  that  the  Blast  Fence  at  the  end  of  Runway  22R  "constitutes  a  safety  hazard  and 
should  be  removed."  In  response,  Massport  has  proposed  the  removal  of  the  Blast  Fence 
that  was  originally  constructed  in  1976.  Subsequent  to  construction  of  the  fence,  the  FAA 
developed  safety  regulations  and  policies  that  designate  specific  surfaces  and  areas  around 
runways  that  must  be  maintained  free  of  obstructions  to  maximize  aviation  safety.  A 
detailed  analysis  of  the  Blast  Fence  found  that  it  penetrates  seven  of  nine  applicable  FAA 
safety  surfaces  and  areas. 

On  November  30,  2000,  Massport  voluntarily  filed  an  ENF  to  facilitate  review  by  the 
adjacent  communities  and  environmental  agencies  prior  to  removal  of  the  fence.  In 
February  2001,  EOEA  determined  that  no  further  environmental  review  was  required.  It  is 
expected  that  the  fence  will  be  vmbolted  from  its  footings  in  sections  and  the  dismantled 
wood  pieces  wiU  be  immediately  removed  from  the  airfield. 

7.3.6.3      Runway  33L  Safety  End  Improvements 

The  project  involves  constructing  a  safety  area  at  the  end  of  Runway  33L  to  accommodate 
aircraft  overruns  or  overshoots  in  an  emergency  situation.  Preliminary  options  are  being 
discussed  and  evaluated  with  the  FAA.  Environmental  documents  will  be  filed  once  project 
concepts  and  idtematives  cire  better  defined.  Since  the  project  alternative  analysis  is  not  yet 
complete,  the  project  is  not  reasonably  foreseeable. 


In  addition  to  the  Massport  and  tenant-related  projects  previously  described,  the  following 
major  projects  will  also  occur  on  the  airport,  and  are  considered  in  the  evaluation  of 
cumulative  impacts. 


The  CA/T  Project  will  link  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  (1-90)  to  Logan  by  way  of  a  four- 
lane  tunnel  beneath  Boston  Harbor.  The  Ted  Williams  Tunnel  is  complete  and  was  opened 
to  traffic  in  December  1995.  In  addition  to  the  tunnel,  the  following  three  CA/T  Project 
components  involve  construction  on  the  airport: 

■  Contract  C07D2,  involving  connections  of  the  Ted  Williams  Tunnel  to  the  main  airport 
circulation  roadway  system  that  is  now  substantially  complete; 

■  Contract  C08A1,  involving  connections  of  the  main  airport  circulation  roadway  system 
to  Route  lA,  and; 

■  Contract  C07C1,  involving  construction  of  toll  facilities. 

Massport  has  worked  closely  with  the  MassHighway  and  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike 
Authority  (MTA)  to  coordinate  airport  activities  during  the  implementation  of  the  CA/T 
Project  in  order  to  ensure  efficient  and  uninterrupted  operations.  Construction  of  the 
airport- related  components  of  the  CA/T  Project  is  estimated  to  be  completed  in  2002.  The 
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CA/T  Project  has  completed  its  own  extensive  MEPA/NEPA  environmental  review  with 
the  issuance  of  a  Certificate  and  a  Record  of  Decision  (ROD). 

7.3.7.2      Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority  (IVIBTA)  Blue  Line 
IVIodernization  Program 

The  MBTA  Blue  Line  Modernization  Program  includes  improved  station  safety,  cleanli- 
ness, lighting,  barrier-free  access  to  all  Blue  Line  stations  and  lengthening  of  station 
platforms  to  accommodate  six-car  trains. 

The  MBTA  is  developing  a  new  Logan  Airport  Station  to  be  located  about  400  feet  north  of 
the  existing  Logan  Airport  Station.  Massport  is  consulting  with  the  MBTA  on  the  project's 
design  and  operational  elements.  The  new  Logan  Airport  Stahon  will  include  modem 
passenger  amenities  such  as  wide  escalators,  oversized  elevators,  and  real-time  flight 
information  displays  in  the  station  lobby.  It  will  also  provide  a  convenient  at-grade 
connection  to  the  neighborhood,  AITC  Blue  Route  and  Logan  Airport,  and  may  become  a 
stop  on  the  MBTA's  proposed  Circumferential  Transit  (Urban  Ring)  service.  There  is  no 
Federal  FAA  jurisdiction  over  this  action. 


Other  off-airport  projects  are  expected  to  occur  in  East  Boston  in  the  foreseeable  future  as 
described  below.  These  projects  are  still  in  the  early  stages  of  planning  and  design.  They 
have  not  been  subject  to  detailed  quantitative  and  cumulative  construction  period  impact 
analyses  and  no  specific  construction  period  has  been  established.  While  these  projects 
might  overlap  in  time  with  the  construction  of  the  Airside  Project  Improvements,  they  do 
not  overlap  geographically  with  the  airside  construction.  Mitigation  measures  employed 
for  the  Airside  Project  are  designed  to  avoid  or  minimize  construction  impacts  off  the 
airport  and  therefore,  no  cumulative  construction  impacts  are  anticipated  as  a  result  of 
these  other  East  Boston  projects. 

7.3.8.1  Mavericl<  Station 

MBTA  is  updating  the  Maverick  Station  as  part  of  the  Blue  Line  Modernization  program. 
The  project  is  currently  in  preliminary  design  with  construction  anticipated  in  2004. 

7.3.8.2  Redevelopment  of  Massport  Piers  1  and  5  and  the  Massport  Shipyard 

Redevelopment  of  Massport's  Piers  1  and  5  and  shipyard  are  still  in  the  early  planning 
phases.  The  plan  for  redevelopment  of  Pier  1  anticipates  residential  development,  while 
Pier  5  is  expected  to  be  an  expansion  parcel  for  the  adjacent  marina.  It  is  anticipated  that 
the  shipyard  will  be  repositioned  to  decrease  its  impact  on  the  adjacent  community. 
Planning  is  in  the  preliminary  concept  stages. 
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7.4     Long-term  Cumulative  Effects 


This  section  discusses  the  long-term  cumulative  effects  of  the  proposed  airside  alternatives 
in  the  context  of  aircraft  operations,  and  therefore  focuses  on  a  discussion  of  noise  and  air 
quality  impacts.  Other  impacted  resources  discussed  in  the  previous  chapters,  such  as 
biotic  communities,  water  quality  and  soils  are  associated  only  with  this  project  and  are 
limited  to  the  confines  of  the  airfield.  Because  these  impacts  are  geographically  isolated 
from  other  projects,  they  do  not  contribute  to  long-term  cumulative  impacts.  The  proposed 
Airside  Project  is  consistent  with  local  land  use  plans  and  will  not  result  in  the  division  or 
disruption  of  established  communities,  since  all  construction  would  occur  on  the  airport. 

The  mitigation  measures  proposed  for  the  Airside  Project  improvements  minimize  long- 
term  adverse  impacts.  Therefore  no  long-term  adverse  cumulative  impacts  result  from  the 
implementation  of  the  Airside  Project  improvements  identified  within  the  context  of  the 
Airside  Project.  Temporary  construction  impacts  do  result  from  the  project  and  the 
potential  for  cumulative  construction  impacts  has  been  considered.  A  discussion  of  the 
short-term  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  the  construction  of  the  Airside  Project 
improvements  and  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  is  presented  in 
Section  7.5. 


Ambient  noise  levels  at  Logan  are  dominated  by  noise  from  aircraft  operations.  A  review  of 
the  environmental  documentation  for  the  Logan  Modernization  and  CA/T  projects  was 
conducted  to  assess  the  potential  for  cumulative  noise  impacts. 

The  noise  analysis  conducted  for  the  International  Gateway  evaluated  impacts  that  might  result 
from  a  change  in  the  spatial  arrangements  for  aircraft /vehicle  operations  at  Terminal  E.  This 
analysis  found  that  there  are  no  impacts  due  to  aircraft  in-flight  noise,  since  the  project  does  not 
affect  the  projected  volumes  of  air  passengers,  and  thus,  the  number  of  flights  (landings  and 
takeoffs)  at  Logan.  There  were  also  no  impacts  due  to  ground  noise  at  any  of  the  community 
receptor  sites  analyzed  in  any  year  or  scenario  as  a  result  of  the  International  Gateway.  When 
compared  to  the  No-Build  Alternative,  the  International  Gateway  would  result  in  differences  in 
noise  levels  of  less  than  0.7  decibels  (dB)  at  aU  of  the  community  sites  for  the  2010  future  analysis. 
The  FAA  considers  increases  in  day-night  average  sound  level  (DNL)  over  noise  sensitive  land 
uses  of  1.5  A-weighted  decibels  (dBA)  or  greater  to  be  the  threshold  of  significant  noise  impacts 
in  areas  above  65  dBA,  measured  in  DNL. 

The  cumulative  noise  analysis  conducted  for  the  Terminal  A  Replacement  Project  also 
determined  that  there  were  no  significant  noise  impacts  associated  with  improvements  at 
Terminal  A.  ^ 


6      Terminal  A  Replacement  Project,  Federal  Environmental  Assessment,  May  31 , 2000. 
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Noise  analysis  conducted  for  the  CA/T  Project  in  the  East  Boston /Logan  Airport  area 
found  no  impact  based  on  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  (PHWA)  noise  criteria  at 
12  of  the  13  receptor  sites  evaluated.  A  minor  noise  impact  from  the  CA/T  Project  at  the 
East  Boston  Memorial  Stadium  Park  was  identified  in  the  CA/T  Project  Final  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (FSEIR).''  The  current  design  of  the  project  in  this  area 
however,  does  not  require  mitigation. 

Given  the  fact  that  there  are  only  minor  impacts  in  discrete  areas  associated  with  any  of  the 
other  concurrent  projects  at  Logan,  there  are  no  material  cumulative  noise  impacts  created  by 
the  combination  of  these  projects  with  the  proposed  Airside  Project  improvements. 

Aircraft  operations  are  the  determining  factor  in  evaluating  noise  impacts  associated  with 
airport  operations.  By  examining  the  effect  of  all  aircraft  operations,  including  in-flight  as 
well  as  ground  taxiing  noise,  the  assessment  of  noise  impacts  conducted  for  the  Airside 
Project  is  cumulative  in  its  approach.  Cumulative  noise  metrics  used  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  analysis  included  DNL  and  Time  Above  (TA)  specified  threshold  sound 
levels.  DNL  noise  exposure  contours  are  a  graphical  representation  of  how  cumulative 
noise  from  Logan's  aircraft  operations  is  distributed  over  the  surrounding  area  on  an 
average  day  of  a  given  year. 

Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  (Alternative  1  A)  was  shown  to  reduce  delay  and 
provide  Air  Traffic  Control  (ATC)  with  a  greater  ability  to  meet  the  Preferential  Rimway 
Advisory  System  (PRAS)  gocils.  The  Preferred  Alternatives  also  reduce  ground  noise  by 
reducing  taxiing  queues.  The  results  of  the  noise  impact  assessment  indicate  that  for  all 
future  fleets  and  scenarios,  the  Preferred  Alternative  provides  a  significant  reduction  in  the 
most  severely  affected  populations  in  East  Boston,  Winthrop  and  Revere  that  are  within  the 
70  and  75  dB  noise  contours.  They  result  in  a  slightly  larger  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL 
in  Chelsea  due  to  a  greater  use  of  Runway  33L  in  accordance  with  PRAS  goals.  This  impact 
will  be  mitigated  by  sound  insulating  affected  residences  within  the  65  dB  contour.  (See 
Section  6.2  for  a  detailed  discussion  of  noise  assessment  results.) 


The  air  quality  assessment  conducted  for  the  Airside  Project  addressed  the  cumulative 
impacts  associated  with  all  airport-related  sources  of  air  emissions  at  Logan,  including 
aircraft,  ground  service  vehicles,  fuel  facilities,  and  on-and  off-airport  motor  vehicles.  The 
same  passenger  levels  developed  in  support  of  the  1994/1995  GEIR,  the  2996,  1997  and  1998 
Annual  Updates,  and  the  2999  Eni'ironnienta}  Status  and  Planning  Report,  air  quality  analyses 
(29  million  passengers  in  1999  and  37.5  million  passengers  in  2010  (2015))  formed  the  basis 
for  the  Airside  Project  assessment.^  Similarly,  on-  and  off-airport  motor  vehicle  traffic  data 
were  the  same  for  both  studies.  In  this  way,  the  air  quality  impacts  associated  with  the 


7  Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report  (FSEIR),  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Works,  November  1 990. 

8  Massport  has  reviewed  its  previous  planning  forecasts,  and  regional  and  national  aviation  developments,  and  tias  adopted  a  new  long-term  forecast  for 
wtien  annual  air  passengers  are  expected  to  reach  37.5  million,  now  anticipated  to  be  the  201 5-planning  horizon.  The  1999  ESPR  and  subsequent 
EDRs  no  longer  evaluate  the  2010  analysis  year  but  will  analyze  the  environmental  effects  of  Logan  Airport  accommodating  37.5  million  annual  air 
passengers.  All  evaluations  are  based  on  passenger  levels  and  therefore  cumulative  assessments  remain  consistent. 
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Airside  Project  alternatives  were  evaluated  as  part  of  the  long-range  development  plan  for 
Logan,  and  were  not  assessed  independently  as  a  separate  component.  This  approach 
therefore  assessed  cumulative  air  quality  and  odor  impacts  associated  with  all  landside  and 
airside  projects  at  Logan. 

To  completely  assess  cumulative  air  quality  impacts,  both  emission  inventories  and 
dispersion  modeling  of  existing  and  future  year  conditions  were  undertaken  (see 
Sections  5.4  and  6.4  for  a  detailed  discussion  of  the  air  quality  modeling  and  assessment). 
The  purpose  of  this  assessment  was  twofold:  (1)  to  compare  the  results  to  regulatory 
standards  or  criteria,  and  (2)  to  compare  the  impacts  from  the  Preferred  Alternative  to  the 
No  Action  Alternative. 

The  results  of  the  emission  inventories  and  dispersion  modeling  indicate  that: 

■  There  are  no  predicted  violations  of  any  federal  and  state  standards  or  guidelines  under 
any  future  scenarios  or  alternatives;  and 

■  Due  to  improved  airfield  operating  efficiency  and  reduced  delay,  the  overall  air  quality 
impacts  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  are  beneficial  or  will  remain 
imperceptible,  when  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

■  Air  quality  emissions  associated  with  motor  vehicles  are  the  same  for  all  Airside  Project 
alternatives,  including  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

A  comparison  of  the  air  quality  impacts  from  the  Airside  Project  to  other  past,  present,  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  projects  is  presented  in  Table  7.4-1.  Each  of  the  individual  projects 
(Airside  Project,  West  Garage,  International  Gateway,  Jet  Fuel  Storage  and  Distribution 
Facilities  Central  Artery,  AITC,  and  Terminal  A  Replacement),  result  in  air  quality 
improvements  or,  in  the  case  of  the  Replacement  Hilton  Hotel,  minor,  imperceptible 
changes  in  air  quality.  Therefore,  there  are  no  cumulative  air  quality  impacts  associated 
with  these  projects. 

The  Terminal  B,  Pier  A /Satellite  FIS  Facility  improvements  proposed  by  American  Airlines 
and  Massport  are  undergoing  appropriate  MEPA/NEPA  review.  Because  the  project  itself 
will  not  induce  change  in  the  number  of  motor  vehicles,  aircraft,  or  support  equipment,  no 
additional  emissions  from  these  sources  will  be  created  as  a  result  of  the  Terminal  B,  Pier 
A /Satellite  FIS  Facility.  Furthermore,  because  the  project  will  result  in  greater  operating 
efficiency  and  less  congestion  on  both  the  airside  and  the  landside,  emissions  for  the 
aforesaid  mobile  sources  likely  will  decrease.  In  addition,  gates  will  be  fitted  with 
provisions  for  electricity  and  pre-conditioned  air,  thereby  reducing  emissions  from  aircraft 
auxiliary  power  units. 
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Table  7.4-1 

Cumulative  Air  Quality  •  Year  2010  (Emissions  in  kg/day) 


Comparison  of  Action  minus 
No  Action  Alternatives  Emissions 


Airside- 2010 45M  High^ 

voc 

NOx 

CO 

■234 

-201 

-1,307 

Other  Projects 

West  Garage^ 

-11 

-5 

-61 

International  Gateway^ 

-22 

-278 

-82 

Jet  Fuel  Storage^ 

-7.7 

-10.4 

0.0 

Replacement  Hilton  HoteH 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

Central  Artery^ 

n/a 

-91 

-5,836 

AITC6 

-3 

-6 

-20 

Terminal  A  Replacement^ 

-42 

-201 

-1,307 

Subtotal  Other  Projects 

-86 

-591 

-7,306 

1  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  West  Garage  Project.  Boston-Logan  International  Airport,  January  31, 1996.  (Includes  Motor  Vehicle  Emissions  only). 

2  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  and  Environmental  Assessment,  International  Gateway.  Boston-Logan  International  Airport,  October  15, 1996.  (Based  on 
45  million  passenger  conditions  and  includes  aircraft,  auxiliary  power  units,  and  ground  service  vetiicles.) 

3  Final  Environment  Impact  HepoH.  Jet  Fuel  Storage  Facility,  Boston-Logan  International  Airport,  April  16, 1996.  (Includes  Jet  Fuel  Storage  Facility  Emissions 
only.) 

4  Environmental  Notification  Fomn,  Replacement  Hilton  Hotel.  Logan  Airport,  May  15,1 996.  A  waiver  for  ttie  preparation  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  was 
granted  by  MEPA  in  July  1 996.  The  Replacement  Hilton  Hotel  will  generate  approximately  260  more  tnps  per  day  ttian  the  existing  hotel.  The  increase  in 
emissions  due  to  these  new  trips  represents  less  than  one  percent  of  total  airport  traffic  and  is  not  considered  an  impact. 

5  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Central  Artery  (l-93)/Tunnel  (1-90)  Project,  November  1990. 

6  Environmental  Assessment  Airport  Intermodal  Transit  Connector.  Boston-Logan  International  Airport,  January  1 998. 

7  Temiinal  A  Replacement  Project,  Federal  Environmental  Assessment  May  31 , 2000. 

8  Logan  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  scenario  reflects  the  Prelened  Alternative  and  includes  all  emission  sources.  45M  High  scenario  used  to  provide  a 
consistent  comparison  to  the  Intemational  Gateway  Project  that  used  a  45M  High  scenario  is  the  basis  for  the  air  quality  analysis. 


The  results  of  the  air  quality  impact  analysis  indicate  that  the  total  emissions  caused  by  any 
of  the  Airside  Project  alternatives  are  below  all  applicable  emission  levels  (under  40  CFR 
s.93.153  (b))  that  would  trigger  the  requirement  for  a  conformity  determination.  The 
Airside  Project  is  presumed  to  conform  with  Section  176(c)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  with 
regards  to  the  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP).  This  conclusion  was  reached  because  the 
Preferred  Alternative  is  shown  to  result  in  a  net  reduction  in  future  year  emissions  when 
compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative  condition  and  therefore  conforms  to  the  SIP.  This 
benefit  is  largely  attributable  to  improved  airfield  efficiency  with  the  proposed  improve- 
ments. Atmospheric  dispersion  modeling  conducted  in  conjunction  with  this  analysis  also 
shows  that  the  proposed  Airside  Project  will  not  cause,  nor  contribute  to,  violations  of  the 
National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standard  (NAAQS)  for  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  ozone  (O,)  or 
any  other  EPA-criteria  air  pollutant.  Because  emissions  are  reduced,  the  Preferred 
Alternative  produces  air  quality  benefits  when  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
There  are  no  air  quality  impacts  associated  with  the  Airside  Project,  and  consequently  the 
project  does  not  result  in  cumulative  air  quality  impacts. 
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7.5     Construction  Impacts  and  Coordination  with 
Concurrent  Major  Projects 

The  cumulative  construction  impact  analyses  presented  in  this  Airside  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
considers  each  project  impact  added  to  the  same  kind  of  impact  from  other  past,  present,  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions  regfirdless  of  what  agency  (federal  or  non-federal)  or 
person  undertakes  such  other  actions.  Reasonably  foreseeable  futiore  projects  include  other 
planned  and  developed  activiHes  in  the  affected  area,  which  overlap  in  time  and  space  and 
therefore  could  produce  cumulative  impacts. 

Construction  period  impacts  are  generally  temporary  and  of  lesser  magnitude  than  long-term 
impacts.  The  cumulative  construction  impacts  are  not  anticipated  to  be  significant  due  to 
nvitigation  programs  that  will  reduce  any  construction  period  impacts.  (See  Section  6.9  for  a 
discussion  of  construction  mitigation.) 

7.5.1        Construction  Impacts  from  the  Logan  Project  Improvements  and  Other  Actions 

As  previously  described  in  Section  6.9,  the  Airside  Project  is  expected  to  result  in  local  area 
impacts  during  the  construction  period,  which  is  expected  to  begin  in  the  spring  of  2003 
and  extend  on  a  phased  basis  through  the  Fall  of  2007.  As  illustrated  in  Figure  7.5  -1,  a 
number  of  other  projects  by  Massport  and  other  public  and  private  entities  are  expected  to 
be  under  construction  concurrently  with  the  Airside  Project  improvements. 

The  cumulative  construction  impact  analysis  for  the  Airside  Project  buUds  upon  a  similar 
analysis  conducted  for  the  International  Gateway  project.'*It  provides  a  reasonable  basis 
upon  which  to  evaluate  the  construction  impacts  of  the  Airside  Project  Preferred 
Alternative  together  with  those  of  other  projects,  as  summarized  in  the  following  sections. 

7.5.1.1      Construction  Traffic 

Construction-related  vehicle  (trucks  and  other  heavy  equipment)  trips  will  occur  on  Logan 
roadways  during  construction  of  the  Airside  Project  and  other  major  on-going  projects. 
Construction  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  for  the  Airside  Project  is  estimated  to  average 
about  56  daily  round-trip  truck  trips  in  a  given  quarter,  with  a  peak  period  of  92  daily 
round-trip  truck  trips  occurring  during  the  2004  construction  season. 

The  combination  of  the  Airside  Project  improvements  with  the  other  concurrent  projects  during 
the  2003  to  2007  construction  period  will  generate  daily  round  trip  truck  trips  of  approximately 
364  per  day  during  the  peak  calendar  quarter.  The  peak  ciomulative  construction  traffic  occurs 
the  first  quarter  of  2003,  mostly  as  a  result  of  concurrent  CA/T  construction  on  the  airport.  Truck 
traffic  associated  with  construction  drops  off  significantly  after  2004  as  CA/T  construction  on  the 
airport  is  completed.  Table  7.5-1  compares  the  cumulative  truck  trips  associated  with  the  Airside 
Project  with  the  construction  truck  trips  of  all  other  major  concurrent  projects.  By  2007,  all 
construction  truck  traffic  is  expected  to  be  generated  by  the  Airside  Project. 


Boston-Logan  International  Airport  ■  International  Gateway  Draft  EIS/EA  prepared  for  the  Massachusetts  Port  Authority  and  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  by  Jason  M.  Cortell  and  Associates,  Inc.  March  29, 1 996. 
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Airside  improvements  Planning  Project 

-  Runway  14/32 

-  Centerfield  Taxiway 

-  Southwest  Corner  Taxiway 

-  Extend  Taxiway  Delta 

-  Realign  Taxiway  November 


Logan  Modernization 

West  Garage  Phase  ll/Central  Garage 

Renovation 
Terminal  Area  Roadways  Package  1 
Terminal  Area  Roadways  Package  2 
International  Gateway  -  Phase  I 
International  Gateway  -  Phase  II 
Tenant  Improvements  (Private  Development) 
Terminal  B 

-  American  Airlines  Expansion 

-  FIS  Facility 

Terminal  A  Replacement 


Central  Artery/Ted  Williams  Tunnel 

CA/T  Contract  8A1 

Massachusetts  Bay  Transit  Authority 

Airport  Station  * 
Maverick  Station 


*To  be  constructed  as  part  of  CA/T  Contract  8A1 


Revised  2/6/01 


Figure?. 5-1 

Construction  Schedule  Including  Concurrent  Projects 
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Table  7.5-1 

Average  Cumulative  Daily  Truck  Round  Trips  Per  Quarter 


Year/Quarter 

Other  Concurrent 
On-airport  Projects 

Preferred 
Alternative 

Total 

2003 /1st  Quarter 

303 

61 

364 

2003  /  2nd  Quarter 

174 

61 

235 

2003  /  3rd  Quarter 

150 

61 

211 

2003  /  4th  Quarter 

172 

61 

233 

2004 /I St  Quarter 

161 

161 

2004  /  2nd  Quarter 

156 

92 

248 

2004  /  3rd  Quarter 

151 

92 

243 

2004  /  4th  Quarter 

162 

92 

254 

2005 /1st  Quarter 

85 

85 

2005  /  2nd  Quarter 

81 

18 

99 

2005  /  3rd  Quarter 

72 

18 

90 

2005 /4th  Quarter 

72 

18 

90 

2006 /1st  Quarter 

72 

... 

72 

2006  /  2nd  Quarter 

72 

47 

119 

2006  /  3rd  Quarter 

66 

47 

113 

9nnfi  /  dth  Oiiartor 

L.\J\J\J  1  Hill  WUdllCI 

uu 

2007 /I St  Quarter 

54 

0 

2007  /  2nd  Quarter 

0 

56 

56 

2007  /  3rd  Quarter 

0 

56 

56 

2007/ 4th  Quarter 

0 

0 

Note:  Other  concurrent  on-airport  projects  include  the  terminal  area  roadways,  CA/T  Project  Contract  8A1 ,  International  Gateway,  West 
Garage  Phase  II,  Terminal  B  improvements  and  replacement  of  Temiinal  A.  See  Figure  7.5-1  for  Project  Construction  Schedule. 


Cumulative  Impacts 


7-25 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 

7.5.1 .2  Construction  Workers 

Construction  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  and  the  taxiway  improvements  under  the  Airside 
Project  would  be  similar  to  highway  construction  projects  and  is  not  labor  intensive.  As 
many  as  50  to  75  people  could  be  working  on  the  Airside  Project  construction  at  any  one 
time.  On  average,  it  is  estimated  that  15  to  20  workers  would  be  on-site  during  a  t)^ical 
shift.  This  is  not  a  significant  addition  to  the  estimated  average  of  240  workers  expected 
daily  during  the  concurrent  International  Gateway,  terminal  area  roadways,  and  CA/T 
Project  construction.  By  comparison,  an  average  of  15,000  non-construction  employees 
work  at  Logan  on  a  daily  basis. 

While  some  of  the  construction  workers  may  come  from  the  nearby  communities,  the 
market  for  construction  employees  is  regional.  Prohibition  of  on-site  construction  worker 
parking  will  mean  far  fewer  vehicle  trips.  Workers  are  expected  to  commute  to  and  from 
the  site  by  using  public  transportation  or  high  occupancy  vehicles  (HOVs)  such  as  shuttles 
or  buses.  Under  Massport's  construction  period  mitigation  program,  construction  workers 
commuting  wiU  be  subject  to  a  contractually-required  transportation  management  plan. 

7.5.1 .3  Construction  Air  Quality 

An  emission  inventory  of  construction-related  air  emissions  has  been  conducted  for  the 
Logan  Airside  projects  and  presented  in  Section  6.9.4.2.  The  purpose  of  this  inventory  is  to 
identify  and  quantify  the  sources  of  emissions  and  measure  their  relative  impacts.  This  is 
done  by  compcu-ing  these  emission  levels  to  the  appropriate  Clean  Air  Act  Section  176(c) 
de  minimis  levels. 

This  inventory  was  developed  using  the  EPA  models  NONROAD  (draft)  and 
MOBILE5a_H,  with  appropriate  input  provided  by  the  Massachusetts  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection  (DEP).  The  following  site-specific  information  was  used  in  this 
analysis:  the  type  of  construction  equipment  and  vehicles,  usage  factors,  vehicle  trips  and 
mileage,  and  construction  phasing.  National  data  were  used  for  engine  horsepower  and 
loading  factors,  fuel  types,  and  emission  factors.  The  activity  levels  (hours  per  year)  and 
emissions  associated  with  each  equipment  type  are  contained  in  Appendix  J. 

Standard  dust-suppression  measures,  such  as  the  ongoing  application  of  water  spray  at  all 
Logan  construction  sites,  will  be  implemented  for  the  Airside  Project  as  well  as  all  other 
concurrent  Massport  construction  projects.  Given  the  distance  between  the  project  site  and 
other  land  uses  off-airport,  these  measures  should  rninirnize  cumulative  dust  impacts  on 
the  surrounding  communities.  There  will  be  no  burning  of  construction  debris  at  any 
Logan  project  site.  Similar  construction  measures  are  in  place  for  the  CA/T  Project 
construction,  along  with  a  well-developed  mechanism  of  community  consultation  to 
manage  CA/T  Project  impacts. 

Additional  RMj^  (particulate  matter)  emissions  may  occur  during  the  construction  period  of 
the  foreseeable  actions;  however,  no  violation  of  the  PM,o  stftndard  is  expected,  given  the 
low  levels  experienced  historically  in  the  vicinity  of  Logan.  The  reported  1998  PM,q 
readings  at  DEP's  Bremen  Street  (East  Boston)  monitoring  location  most  likely  reflect  the 
considerable  ongoing  construction  in  the  area  by  Massport  and  MassHighway,  as  well  as 


Cumulative  Impacts 


7-26 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


new  Ted  Williams  Tunnel  traffic.  In  1998,  the  second  maximum  24-hour  PM,,,  value  for  this 
site  was  48  )ag/m  ,  well  below  the  standard  of  150  \ig/m\  In  addition,  the  monitoring  data 
show  a  downward  trend  over  the  past  eight  years.^° 

As  reported  in  Section  6.9.4.2  and  shovm  in  Table  6.9.4.2-1,  emissions  associated  with 
airside  construction  projects  are  well  below  the  levels  of  the  general  conformity 
regulations.  Construction  emissions  are  thus  presumed  to  conform  with  Sechon  176(c)  of 
the  CAA.  In  addition,  Massport  is  corrunitted  to  participating  in  the  Massachusetts  Clean 
Air  Construction  Initiative^'  that  would  further  reduce  emissions  below  the  de  minimis 
thresholds  by  use  of  catalysts  and  filters  with  construction  equipment.  Therefore  the 
construction  air  emissions  when  added  to  emissions  of  other  past,  present  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  projects  are  not  significant.  There  are  no  NAAQS  violations. 

7.5.1.4      Construction  Noise 

The  cumulative  noise  impacts  of  concern  during  construction  are  generally  those  caused  by 
equipment  operating  on  site  and  truck  trips  to  and  from  the  site. 

The  cumulative  construction  noise  analysis  considered  the  potential  noise  impact  from  the 
construction  of  the  proposed  Airside  Project  improvements  and  concurrent  constiuction 
projects  at  Logan  Airport  on  the  closest  noise-sensitive  areas  to  the  construction  zone. 
Conciorrent  projects  are  expected  to  include  the  terminal  area  roadways.  International 
Gateway,  and  CA/T  contract,  C08A1.  This  analysis  built  upon  the  cumulative  construction 
noise  analysis  presented  in  the  Final  EIR/EA  for  the  International  Gateway  (adjusted  to 
reflect  current  construction  schedules)  the  Replacement  Terminal  A  Draft  EIR,'^  and 
incorporated  the  results  of  the  construction  noise  imalysis  developed  for  the  Airside  Project 
as  presented  in  Section  6.9. 

The  location  of  the  community  noise  receptors  for  the  construction  noise  analysis  for  the 
concurrent  projects  analyzed  in  the  International  Gateway  EIR/EA  reflect  the  fact  that 
these  projects  are  located  within  the  terminal  area  of  Logan.  Construction  noise  impacts 
therefore  were  computed  for  three  representative  locations  in  Jeffries  Point  (the  Jeffries 
Point  Yacht  Club,  and  residences  on  Maverick  Street  and  in  McCormack  Square),  the  East 
Boston  Memorial  Stadium  Park  and  a  residence  on  Coleridge  Street  in  Harborview,  aU  in 
East  Boston.  The  Airside  Project  improvements  constiuction  noise  analysis  reflects  the  fact 
that  construction  would  occur  on  the  airfield.  In  addition  to  locations  in  Jeffries  Point 
(Jeffries  Point  Yacht  Club  and  Sumner  Street  near  Lamson)  and  Harborview  (Coleridge 
Street  residence),  representative  locations  considered  in  the  Airside  Project  constiuction 
noise  analysis  included  two  in  Winthrop  (Somerset  and  Johnson,  and  Loring  Road  near 
Court),  two  in  the  Bayswater  section  of  East  Boston  (East  Boston  Yacht  Club  and  at 
Bayswater  and  Shawsheen  Streets),  and  one  in  South  Boston  (Farragut  Road  at  Second). 
Predictions  of  average  daily  equivalent  (Leq)  cumulative  noise  levels  were  made  for  the 
three  sites  that  were  previously  analyzed  in  the  International  Gateway  EIR/EA,  as  well  as 


1 0  1997  Air  Quality  Report.  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  Department  of  Environmental  Protection. 

1 1  The  goal  of  the  Clean  Air  Construction  Initiative  (CACI)  is  to  reduce  the  emissions  associated  with  construction  equipment 

1 2  Replacement  Terminal  A  Draft  EIR,  Delta  Airlines,  October  1 5,  2000. 
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in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIR/EIS.  Additional  information  on  construction  noise  was 
presented  in  the  Replacement  Terminal  A  E A/Draft  EIR.  This  is  presented  in  Table  7.5-2. 

The  results  of  the  construction  noise  analysis  indicate  that  the  cumulative  construction 
noise  at  all  three  sites  is  less  than  the  ambient  noise  level,  which  is  dominated  by  the  noise 
from  aircraft  operations.  The  increase  in  noise  levels  over  the  ambient  noise  level  as  a  result 
of  the  construction  of  the  Airside  Project  improvements  and  the  other  concurrent 
construction  projects  ranges  from  0  decibels  to  2.1  decibels.  According  to  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  noise  criteria,  increases  of  less  than  5  dBA  are 
categorized  as  "no  impact." 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  analysis  shows  that  the  Airside  Project,  in  addition  to  the 
other  Massport  and  private  development  projects,  will  have  no  noise  impacts  cumulatively, 
using  the  FHWA  criteria.  The  routing  of  construction-related  tieiffic  onto  designated  haul 
routes  in  non-residential  areas,  as  required  by  Massport,  also  addresses  concerns  about 
noise  from  construction  truck  traffic.  This  conclusion  is  supported  by  the  fact  that  Massport 
has  received  no  construction  noise  complaints  over  the  past  two  years  of  combined  Logan 
Modernization  and  CA/T  Project  construction. 

7.5.1 .5      Other  Construction  Issues 

Construction  excavate  will  be  managed  at  all  Logan  construction  sites  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Massachusetts  Contingency  Plan  (MCP)  (310  CMR  40.0000)  if 
contaminant  threshold  levels  are  triggered.  Depending  on  the  level  of  contaminants,  if  any, 
and  its  suitability  for  reuse,  excavated  soil  will  either  be  disposed  of  or  recycled  at  an 
approved  off-site  facility.  Soil  tracking  protocols  will  be  implemented  from  the  point  of 
excavation  to  the  designated  disposal  area.  There  will  be  no  borrow  pits  at  any  airport 
construction  site. 

Massport  has  developed  a  dewatering  and  discharge  plan  for  all  airport  construction 
projects  that  provides  for  treatment  and  management  of  contaminated  groundwater 
associated  with  dewatering  activities,  a  quality  assurance  program  for  all  dewatering 
activities,  and  for  needed  regulatory  submittals  for  stormwater  discharges  during 
construction.  Appropriate  controls  wiU  be  used  throughout  the  construction  period  to 
ensure  that  excavation,  staging,  and  demolition  activities  do  not  introduce  sediment, 
contaminated  water,  or  construction  debris  into  the  groundwater  or  storm  drain  system. 
Where  applicable,  a  general  National  Pollution  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES) 
permit  for  construction  activities  will  be  incorporated  into  the  construction  plans, 
specifications,  and  contract  of  each  Logan  project. 

Massport  will  implement  its  construction  period  mitigation  program  as  generally  described 
in  Section  6.7,  and  continue  to  refine,  adjust  and  apply  that  program  during  construction  of 
the  Airside  Project  in  order  to  minimize  potential  noise,  air  and  traffic  impacts  on  the 
nearby  East  Boston  community.  Comprehensive  environmental  monitoring  and  implemen- 
tation of  necessary  mitigation  measures  will  ensure  that  construction  impacts  of  the  Airside 
Project,  in  combination  with  other  past,  present  and  proposed  projects,  are  not  significant. 
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Table  7.5-2 

Cumulative  Construction  Noise  -  Average  Daily  Equivalent  (Leq)  In  Decibels 
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Preferred  Alternative 
and  Mitigation 


Key  Points 


This  Chapter  summarizes  the  principal  findings  from  the  relevant  analyses  presented  in 
the  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/ 
En\'ironmental  Impact  Report  (Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR)  and  this  Supplemental 
Draft  EIS/Final  EIR  (Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR)  and  the  basis  for  the  selection  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative.  Chapter  8  also  presents  Massport's  and  FAA's  proposed 
mitigation  program.  The  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs  (EOEA)  May  7, 1999 
Certificate  required  Massport  to  commit  to  a  number  of  "concrete  mitigation 
measures  . . .  that  will  maintain  or  reduce  the  existing  envelope  of  cumulative 
environmental  impacts  from  airport  operations."  Specific  measures  identified  by  the 
Secretary  are  addressed  in  this  Chapter,  as  well  as,  Massport's  mihgation  commitments 
for  project  related  impacts,  which  are  set  out  in  Section  8.7,  Proposed  Section  61  Findings. 

■  Massport  selected  Alternative  1 A  (which  includes  all  actions  except  Peak  Period  Pricing) 
as  the  Preferred  Alternative  because  it  will  provide  significant  delay  reduction  benefits 
through  measures  that  will  also  provide  certain  environmental  benefits.  The 
environmental  impacts  that  will  result  from  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  be  mitigated. 
The  taxiway  improvement  concepts  will  also  improve  airfield  safety  and  efficiency. 
Additionally,  delay  reductions  are  achieved  without  imposing  the  economic  costs  on 
regional  carriers  and  smaU  communities  that  are  associated  with  Alternative  1,  which 
includes  Peak  Period  Pricing. 

■  The  operational  analysis  indicates  the  following  about  the  Preferred  Alternative: 

□  A  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  produces  significant  delay  reduction  benefits 
under  all  future  forecast  scenarios,  as  well  as  under  current  activity  levels. 

□  Greater  use  of  regional  transportation  options,  such  as  regional  airports  and  high 
speed  rail,  provides  a  benefit  by  accommodating  a  greater  share  of  the  region's 
intercity  travel  demand.  However,  regional  transportation  options  do  not 
eliminate  the  principal  cause  of  delays  at  Logan,  i.e.,  the  lack  of  a  third  available 
runway  during  northwest  wind  conditions. 

□  The  Taxiway  Improvements,  and  most  importantly  the  addition  of  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway,  contribute  to  delay  reduction  across  all  future  forecast 
scenarios.  In  addition,  the  taxiway  improvements  will  enhance  safety  and  reduce 


Preferred  Alternative  and  Mitigation 


8-1 


Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 


the  potential  for  runway  incursions  and  wingtip  conflicts,  while  simplifying  the 
taxiway  layout  and  reducing  congestion. 

□    Reducing  approach  minimums  on  runways  15R,  22L,  27  and  33L  will 
provide  delay  reduction  and  safety  enhancement  benefits  by  increasing 
runway  availability  in  histrument  Flight  Rules  (IFR)  weather. 

□  The  current  and  projected  near-term  hourly  dememd  profile  and  level  of  eurcraft 
operations  at  Logan,  which  are  consistent  with  29M  Low  Fleet  conditions,  do  not 
support  implementation  of  Peak  Period  Pricing.  In  the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario. 
Peak  Period  Pricing  is  not  an  effective  delay  reduction  tool  because  airline 
overscheduling  does  not  significantly  contribute  to  Logan  delays  in  these 
conditions.  It  produces  only  minimal  delay  reduction  in  Low  Fleet  conditions, 
while  imposing  costs  on  certain  regional  carriers  and  New  England  communities 
that  depend  on  Logan  for  air  service.  An  appropriate  Peak  Period  Monitoring 
System  will  allow  Massport  to  identify  conditions  when  airline  overscheduling 
could  come  into  effect  and  to  take  timely  remedial  action. 

■  If  Runway  14/32  had  been  available  for  use  in  1998,  total  delavs  would  have  been 
reduced  by  32  percent.  Delays  in  Visual  Flight  Rules  (VFR)  conditions  would  have  been 
reduced  by  69  percent  and  delays  during  northwest  wind  conditions  would  have  been 
reduced  by  nearly  90  percent. 

■  The  environmental  analysis  indicates  the  following: 

□  The  Preferred  Alternative  provides  flexibility  in  runway  selection  and  hence  a 
greater  opportunity  to  achieve  Preferential  Runway  Advisory  System  (PRAS) 
long-term  and  short-term  noise  goals.  With  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  in 
place,  the  opportunity  to  achieve  long-term  PRAS  goals  nearly  doubles  for  aU 
fleet  scenarios  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

□  Consistent  with  improved  PRAS  achievement,  the  Preferred  Alternative  reduces 
the  population  exposed  to  day-night  sound  levels  (DNL)  greater  than  or  equal  to 
70  dB.  The  trade-off  for  reducing  populations  exposed  to  the  highest  noise  levels  is 
an  increase  in  the  number  of  people  located  within  the  65  to  70  dB  DNL  contour. 
Residential  sound  insulation  wUl  be  provided  to  mitigate  this  impact,  to  the  extent 
that  federal  fimding  is  available. 

□  Regardless  of  the  forecast  activity  scenarios,  without  Runway  14/32  noise  for  the 
most  severely  affected  populations  will  substantially  worsen  over  time.  Runway 
14/32  provides  a  unique  opportunity  to  reduce  the  number  of  people  subjected 
to  the  highest  noise  impacts. 

□  In  addition  to  reducing  noise  exposure  at  the  highest  DNL  levels,  the  Preferred 
Alternative  allows  for  a  more  balanced  geographic  distribution  of  jet  operations. 
Under  the  37.5M  High  scenario,  the  Preferred  Alternative  results  in  41  percent  of 
jets  utilizing  runways  affecting  communities  north  and  south  of  the  airport. 
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compared  to  91  percent  for  the  No  Action  Alternative.  Conversely,  the 
percentage  of  jets  flying  over  w^ater  increases  significantly  from  6  percent  in  the 
No  Action  Alternative  to  30  percent  with  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

□  Runway  14/32  and  the  Taxiway  Improvements  significantly  reduce  ground 
noise  impacts  for  communities  most  affected  by  ground  taxi  noise. 

□  The  Preferred  Alternative  provides  air  quality  benefits,  when  compared  to  the 
No  Action  Altemahve,  by  reducing  aircraft  delays. 

□  The  Preferred  Alternative  has  been  reviewed  in  accordance  with  the  Federcd 
Executive  Order  12898  and  the  applicable  US  DOT  Order.  After  taking  into 
account  mitigation  measures,  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  not  result  in  a 
disproportionate  impact  to  minority  and /or  low-income  populations. 

□  No  impacts  to  wetlands  wiU  result  from  the  construction  of  Runway  14/32  or  the 
Taxiway  Improvements. 

□  No  long-term  impacts  on  water  quality  will  result  from  Runway  14/32  or  the 
Taxiway  Improvements. 

□  Construction  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  and  Taxiway  Delta  will  alter  portions  of 
grassland  that  serve  as  a  habitat  for  the  state-listed  endangered  upland 
sandpiper.  The  Massachusetts  Natural  Heritage  and  Endangered  Species 
Program  (NHESP)  issued  draft  permit  conditions  to  Massport  that  wiU  be  used 
to  develop  a  mitigation  plan  to  address  this  impact. 

□  The  Preferred  Alternative  will  not  incorporate  land  from  a  Section  4(f)  resource. 
In  addition,  neither  proposed  sound  insulation  activities  nor  mitigation  will 
affect  the  normal  activity  or  aesthetic  value  of  any  public  park,  refuge,  or  historic 
site. 

□  All  short-term  construction  impacts  can  and  will  be  mitigated. 

■    The  project-specific  mitigation  progr^un  addresses  all  potential  adverse  environmental 
impacts  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative: 

□  Runway  14/32  will  be  designed,  constructed  and  at  the  request  of  Massport  be 
operated  by  the  FAA  to  handle  only  over-water  operations  (i.e.,  unidirectional 
use).  Massport  wiU  light,  mark  and  instrument  the  runway  to  reflect  non-use  of 
Runway  32  for  departures  and  non-use  of  Runway  14  for  arrivals.  As  a  further 
reinforcement  of  the  unidirectional  restriction,  Massport  wiU  construct  only  a 
parallel  taxiway  on  the  14  end  to  accommodate  over-water  departures. 

□  To  the  extent  that  federal  funding  is  provided,  the  proposed  sound  insulation 
program  will  include  all  residences  newly  included  within  the  Preferred 
Alternative's  65  dB  DNL  contour  when  compeired  to  the  No  Action  65  dB  DNL 
contour  for  the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario.  Furthermore,  Massport  and  the  FAA  wiU 
continue  to  sound  insulate  eligible  residences  through  the  current  2-year  sound 
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insulation  program  as  presented  in  the  Logan  Airport  1999  Environmental  Status  and 
Pla  n  n  ing  Repo  rt . ' 

□  Relocation  assistance  will  be  provided  to  eligible  tenants  of  Building  60. 

□  The  potential  loss  of  upland  sandpiper  habitat  will  be  mitigated  by  enhancing 
off-site  habitat,  altering  airfield  mowing  procedures,  and  implementing  an  on- 
airfield  reconnaissance  program. 

□  During  the  construction  period,  an  extensive  array  of  traffic,  water  quality,  air 
quality  and  noise  mitigation  measures  will  be  employed  to  mitigate  temporary 
construction  impacts. 

Since  the  publication  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  Massport  has  developed 
certain  additional  mitigation  commitments  including: 

■  A  PRAS  Monitoring  System  designed  to  gather  data  and  report  on  the  actual  achievement 
of  PRAS.  The  objective  of  this  system  is  to  enhance  the  attiurunent  of  the  PRAS  goals  and 
provide  a  broader  platform  for  disclosure  of  the  monitoring  results. 

■  A  Peak  Period  Monitoring  System  to  determine  when  airline  overscheduling  becomes  a 
significant  contributor  to  delays. 

■  A  Peak  Period  Pricing  exemption  program  that  will  reduce  the  expected  degree  of  service 
disruption  to  eligible  New  England  communities,  without  undermining  the  Program's 
delay  reduction  benefits. 

■  Steps  to  be  taken  by  Massport,  in  cooperation  with  other  state  transportation  agencies,  to 
ensure  that  the  Worcester,  Manchester  and  T.F.  Green  Airports  operate  jointly  with  Logan 
Airport  as  the  key  elements  in  an  efficient  and  environmentally  balanced  regional  air 
transportation  network. 

■  While  not  related  to  Airside  Project  impacts,  Massport  wiU  continue  discussions  with  air 
carriers  with  t  he  goal  of  reducing  the  use  of  hushkitted  Stage  3  aircraft  at  Logan. 


1     The  Logan  Airport  1999  EnvironrDental  Status  ar\d  Planning  Report,  prepared  for  Massport  by  Vanasse  Hangen  Brustlin,  Inc.,  October  1 5, 2000 


Preferred  Alternative  and  Mitigation 


8-4 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 


8.1  Introduction 

The  Airside  Project  is  intended  to  reduce  current  and  projected  levels  of  aircraft  delay  and 
enhance  operational  safety  at  Logfin.  A  range  of  improvement  concepts  to  accomplish  these 
objectives  was  evaluated  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  a  comparative  analysis 
was  conducted  from  both  an  operational  and  environmental  perspective. 

The  proposed  improvement  concepts  include: 

■  Construction  of  a  unidirectional  Runway  14/32; 

■  Construction  of  a  Centerfield  Taxiway; 

■  Extension  of  Taxiway  Delta; 

■  Realignment  of  Taxiway  November; 

■  Optimization  of  taxiways  in  the  southwest  comer  of  the  airfield; 

■  Reduction  in  approach  minimums  on  Runways  22L,  27, 15R,  and  33L;  and 

■  Peak  Period  Pricing. 

The  analytical  framework  for  assessing  these  concepts  was  structured  to  provide  a 
comprehensive  assessment  of  alternative  packages  as  shown  in  Table  8.1-1. 


Table  8.1-1 

Logan  Airside  Project  improvements  Alternative  Packages 


Alternative  1 

Alternative  1 A 

Alternative  2 

Alternative  3       Alternative  4 

All  Actions 

All  Actions  Except 
Peak  Period  Pricing 

All  Actions  Except 
Runway  14/32 

No  Build 

Improvement  Concept 

PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE 

NO  ACTION 
ALTERNATIVE 

Runway  14/32 

■ 

■ 

Taxiways: 

Centerfield 

■ 

■ 

■ 

Extend  Delta 

■ 

■ 

■ 

Realign  November 

■ 

■ 

■ 

South  West  Corner  Optimization 

■ 

■ 

■ 

Operational: 

Reduced  Minimums 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

Peak  Period  Pricing 

■ 

■ 

■ 
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The  comparative  benefits  and  impacts  of  the  different  alternatives  were  fully  described  in 
Chapters  4,  6,  and  8  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR.  After  careful  review  in  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  of  the  extent  and  causes  of  delays  at  Log£tn  and  the  results 
of  each  Alternative's  comparative  benefits.  Alternative  1 A  was  selected  as  the  Preferred 
Alternative  because: 

■  It  significantly  reduces  the  current  level  of  delay  and  delay  for  all  future  scenarios  without 
imposing  the  economic  costs  associated  with  Peak  Period  Pricing  on  regional  carriers  and 
the  communities  they  serve. 

■  By  reducing  delays,  it  achieves  certain  environmental  benefits  that  include  improved  air 
quality  and  a  reduction  of  noise  for  the  most  severely  impacted  communities,  while 
causing  minimal  environmental  impacts,  all  of  which  will  be  mitigated. 

This  chapter  presents  a  summary  of  the  benefits  and  impacts  of  the  Preferred  Alternative, 
compares  these  results  to  the  consequences  of  doing  nothing  (No  Action  Alternative), 
and  summarizes  the  Airside  Project  mitigation  and  permitting  requirements. 


The  analysis  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  provided  the  analytical  context  for  the 
selection  of  Alternative  1 A  as  the  Preferred  Alternative  for  reducing  current  and  projected 
levels  of  aircraft  delay  and  enhancing  operational  safety  at  Logan.  The  Preferred 
Alternative  achieves  significant  delay  reduction  and  safety  benefits  under  all  future 
forecast  scenarios,  reducing  total  annual  delays  by  27  to  31  percent  and  VPR  runway  delays 
by  48  to  56  percent  when  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  Implementation  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  allow  Massport  to  increase  the  operational  efficiency  and  safety 
of  the  airfield,  reduce  existing  delay,  and  accommodate  the  expected  future  growth  in 
aviation  activity  that  is  vital  to  the  regional  economy. 

By  improving  airside  operating  conditions  and  reducing  the  amount  of  time  aircraft  are 
delayed  in  the  air  or  on  the  ground,  the  Preferred  Alternative  reduces  the  environmental 
impact  of  aircraft  operations.  This  alternative  wiU  result  in  improved  air  quality  over  No 
Action  conditions,  an  increase  in  the  number  of  aircraft  operations  on  over-water  flight 
paths,  a  greater  ability  to  meet  PRAS  noise  goals,  and  reduced  noise  impacts  for  the  most 
severely  affected  populations  in  East  Boston,  Revere  and  Winthrop.  With  the 
construction,  environmental  and  sound  insulation  mitigation  proposed  by  Massport,  the 
short-term  and  long-term  environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  Preferred 
Alternative  will  be  mitigated. 
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The  Preferred  Alternative,  Alternative  1  A,  consists  of  the  following  improvements: 

Unidirectional  Runway  14/32 

A  new  5,000-foot  unidirectional  runway  wiU  be  constructed  along  the  southwestern  edge 
of  the  airport.  The  Runway  14/32  layout  wiU  be  designed  by  Massport  and  operated  by  the 
FAA  only  as  a  unidirectional  rimway.  All  arrivals  will  occur  over  Boston  Harbor  to  the 
Runway  32  approach  end  and  all  departures  will  occur  from  the  Runway  14  end  and 
head  out  over  the  harbor.  Unidirectional  Runway  14/32  addresses  the  principal  cause  of 
delav  at  Logan  -  the  substantial  drop  in  capacity  that  occurs  when  moderate  to  strong 
northwest/southeast  winds  force  the  airport  to  operate  with  fewer  than  three  runways  - 
by  providing  a  second  effective  parallel  runway  in  the  northwest /southeast  orientation. 
In  calm  winds,  availability  of  another  three-runway  configuration  that  includes 
unidirectional  Runway  14/32,  would  also  provide  the  FAA  with  greater  flexibility  to 
shift  operations  away  from  Runways  4L/22R  and  4R/22L  and  increase  the  number  of 
operations  over  the  water.  This  would  allow  for  a  more  equitable  distribution  of 
operations  consistent  with  the  PRAS  noise  abatement  goals,  and  provide  relief  to  noise- 
affected  commimities  to  the  north  and  south  of  the  Airport.  Construction  of  the 
unidirectional  runway  is  estimated  to  take  approximately  one  year,  and  would  begin 
after  the  receipt  of  aU  necessary  federal  and  state  approvals. 

Centerfield  Taxiway 

A  9,300-foot  taxiway  will  be  constructed  between  Runways  4L/22R  and  4R/22L.  The 
Centerfield  Taxiway  will:  (1)  reduce  taxiway  congestion,  thereby  enhancing  the  general 
safety  of  airside  operations;  and  (2)  facilitate  more  efficient  movement  of  aircraft  between 
terminal  areas  and  runways  during  takeoff  and  landing  procedures,  thereby  reducing 
delays,  ground  noise  and  air  emissions. 

Other  Taxiway  Improvements 

Taxiway  crossings  and  ground  taxiing  movements  will  be  improved  to  enhance  airfield 
safety  and  operating  efficiencies  by: 

■  Reconfiguring  the  Southwest  Comer  Taxiway  System  to  streamline  taxiway  flow  in  a  very 
complex  area  for  ground  operations.  The  taxiway  reconfiguration  would  improve  access 
in  the  areas  of  runway  ends  9,  4L  and  4R,  and  several  of  the  surrounding  taxiways  by 
isolating  the  lines  of  traffic  flow  from  each  other. 

■  Extend  Taxiway  Delta  to  Runway  4R/22L  by  constructing  an  additional  2,000  feet  of 
taxiway  between  Runway  33L  and  Rianway  4R. 

■  Realign  Taxiway  November  between  Runway  15L/33R  and  Runway  33L/15R  and 
eliminate  Taxiway  Tango.  The  realignment  would  also  change  the  location  of  the 
intersection  with  Taxiways  Alpha  and  Kilo  by  removing  the  intersection  after  the  cur\'e  to 
simplify  the  crossing  of  these  taxiways. 
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Operational  Improvements 

The  proposed  action  will  reduce  the  approach  minimums  on  Runways  22L  and  27  to  ILS 
Category  I  values  and  on  Runways  15R  and  33L  to  ILS  Category  III  values,  consistent 
with  the  capabilities  of  the  existing  and  planned  navigational  equipment. 
Implementation  of  reduced  minimums  is  solely  within  the  FAA's  jurisdiction. 

Peak  Period  Pricing  is  not  included  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  because  airline  over- 
scheduling  is  not  currently  a  problem  at  Logan.  Further,  the  delay  reduction  benefits 
associated  with  Peak  Period  Pricing  come  at  a  cost  to  passengers,  communities  and  the  air 
carriers.  If  airline  overscheduling  becomes  a  significant  contributor  to  Logan  delays  in  the 
future,  Massport  recognizes  the  benefits  of  Peak  Period  Pricing  and  wUl  implement  an 
appropriate  program  at  that  time.  Chapter  4  of  this  document  describes  the  Peak  Period 
Monitoring  System  designed  by  Massport  to  determine  when  delays  due  to 
overscheduling  are  severe  enough  that  a  peak  period  pricing  program  would  be 
appropriate.  The  commitment  to  initiate  and  maintain  the  Peak  Period  Monitoring  System 
is  a  specific  project  mitigation  measure. 


Table  8.4-1 

Summary  of  Preferred  Alternative  by  Construction  Elements 


Construction  Element 


Construction 
Cost  Estimate' 
($  millions) 


Estimated 
Construction  Period 
(Days') 


Unidirectional  Runway  14/32 


$33 


300 


Centerfield  Taxiway 


Southwest  Taxiway  System  Reconfiguration 


$20 


$14 


See  Note  2 
240 


Taxiway  Delta  Extension 


$6 


180 


November  Taxiway  Realignment 


$3 


180 


Total 


$76 


Phased  over  +  5  years 


1  Days  are  consecutive  calendar  days,  inclusive  of  Saturdays  and  Sundays.  Does  not  include  winter  construction  shut  down  period. 

2  Constnjction  of  the  northern  segment  of  Centerfield  Taxiway  is  estimated  to  take  1 80  days;  construction  of  the  southern  segment 
Centerfield  Taxiway  is  estimated  to  take  210  days.  There  is  some  overlap  of  the  two  constaiction  periods. 

3  Costs  are  for  construction  only  and  exclude  mitigation  costs. 
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8.3    Summary  of  Delay  Reduction  Benefits 

The  FAA's  and  US  DOT's  current  and  historic  delay  statistics  confirm  that  Logan  Airport 
is  unable  to  accommodate  existing  demand  levels  without  incurring  significant  levels  of 
delay-  As  demand  continues  to  grow,  airfield  congestion  and  delays  at  Logan  will 
worsen  if  effective  measures  for  dealing  with  increased  demand  are  not  implemented. 

An  evaluation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  illustrates  the  consequences  of  doing 
nothing: 

■  If  no  actions  are  taken,  Logan's  annual  runway  and  taxiway  delays  will  increase  from 
142,000  hours  in  1998  to  as  much  as  363,000  hours  in  the  37.5M  High  Reet  scenario. 

■  If  no  airfield  improvements  are  made,  the  ability  to  improve  PRAS  goals  will  diminish 
over  time.  As  demand  increases,  dependence  on  the  north/ south  operation  of  the  airport 
is  projected  to  grow  to  nearly  90  percent. 

While  Massport  cannot  entirely  eliminate  delays  at  Logan,  an  evaluation  of  the  Airside 
Project  Alternatives  indicates  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  an  effective  measure  for 
reducing  current  delay,  increasing  operational  efficiency  and  enhancing  safety.  Under  the 
29M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  which  is  most  similar  to  current  conditions  at  Logan,  the 
Preferred  Alternative  reduces  total  annual  delay  (runway  and  taxiway)  by  27  percent,  or 
46,100  hours.  Unidirectional  Runway  14/32  produces  a  consistent  and  significant  delay 
reduction  benefit  under  all  future  fleet  scenarios,  without  imposing  a  disproportionate 
economic  burden  on  regional  carriers. 

Runway  14/32  reduces  annual  delay  primarily  by  reducing  delays  on  days  when 
moderate  to  strong  northwest  or  southeast  winds  prevent  air  traffic  controllers  from 
using  existing  high  capacity  runway  configurations.  If  Runway  14/32  had  been  available 
in  1998,  delays  would  have  been  reduced  by  nearly  90  percent  in  northwest  wind 
conditions. 

While  the  level  of  taxiway  delays  at  Logan  is  not  as  high  as  those  delays  associated  with 
runway  constraints,  taxiway  delays  impede  airfield  efficiency,  increase  ground  noise  and 
increase  air  emissions.  The  airfield  delay  analysis  indicates  that  taxiway  improvements  will 
provide  substantial  delay  reduction  and  reduce  the  risk  of  runway  incursions.  While  the 
taxiway  improvements  provide  the  greatest  reduction  in  taxiway  delays,  the  addition  of 
unidirectionid  Runway  14/32  also  contributes  to  taxiway  delay  savings  by  permitting  a 
shift  in  runway  usage  patterns  that  allows  the  use  of  more  efficient  taxiway  configuratior\s. 

The  taxiway  improvements,  and  most  importantly  the  Centerfield  Taxiway,  contribute  to 
delay  reduction  across  all  future  forecast  scenarios.  The  delay  reduction  hours  attributable 
to  the  taxiway  improvements  in  the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario  are  approximately 
21,900  hours. 
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8.4    Summary  of  Environmental  Impacts 


The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  presented  a  comprehensive  analysis  of  environmental 
issues  in  response  to  the  federal  and  state  scoping  documents.  This  section  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  presents  a  summary  of  the  results  of  the  environmental  analysis 
for  the  Preferred  Alternative  as  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative  under  future  fleet 
scenarios. 


There  are  no  negative  air  quality  impacts  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative. 
When  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative,  the  Preferred  Alternative  provides  air 
quality  benefits.  The  Preferred  Alternative  is  expected  to  generate  lower  amounts  of  total 
carbon  monoxide  (CO),  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx),  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs), 
odor-causing  hydrocarbons,  and  PM^  emissions  than  the  No  Action  Alternative.  The 
results  of  the  dispersion  modeling  analysis  shows  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  is 
expected  to  result  in  no  violations  of  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 
(NAAQS).  This  pattern  is  the  same  for  all  futnare  fleet  scenarios  and  is  largely  attributable 
to  delay  reductions  in  airside  operations  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative. 


The  Preferred  Alternative  provides  for  increased  flexibility  in  runway  selection.  This  leads 
to  a  more  equitable  distribution  of  noise  impacts  and  a  greater  ability  to  meet  PRAS  noise 
abatement  goals  than  the  No  Action  Alternative.  If  the  Preferred  Alternative  is 
implemented,  achievement  of  the  annual  PRAS  goals  is  expected  to  nearly  double  for  all 
fleet  scenarios.  The  delay  modeling  also  shows  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  produces 
similar  results  for  all  future  scenarios  for  the  short-term  dwell  (one  day)  and  persistence 
(three-day)  PRAS  goals. 

The  ability  of  Runway  14/32  to  increase  the  opportunity  to  better  meet  PRAS  runway- 
use  goals  is  also  reflected  in  the  area-wide  cumulative  noise  exposure  contours  for  in- 
flight noise  and  estimates  of  the  number  of  people  residing  within  those  contours.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  provides  a  substantial  reduction  in  population  exposed  to  day- 
night  sound  levels  (DNL)  greater  than  or  equal  to  70  dB.  For  future  fleet  scenarios,  the 
reductions  are  significant,  ranging  from  70  to  81  percent  for  DNLs  greater  than  or  equal 
to  75  dB,  and  39  to  43  percent  for  values  of  70  dB  or  greater. 

In  addition  to  reducing  noise  exposure  at  the  highest  DNL  levels,  the  Preferred 
Alternative  allows  for  a  more  balanced  geographic  distribution  of  jet  operations.  Under 
the  37.5M  High  scenario,  the  Preferred  Alternative  results  in  41  percent  of  jets  utilizing 
runways  affecting  communities  north  and  south  of  the  airport,  compared  to  91  percent 
for  the  No  Action  Alternative.  Conversely,  the  percentage  of  jets  flying  over  water 
increases  significantly  from  6  percent  in  the  No  Action  Alternative  to  30  percent  with  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 
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For  both  the  Preferred  Alternative  and  the  No  Action  Alternative,  the  average  changes  in 
population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  are  small.  The  population  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  increases  in  Chelsea  (by  244  people)  and,  to  a  lesser  degree,  in  portions  of  East 
Boston  (by  139  people)  and  South  Boston  -  west  of  D  Street  (by  32  people),  when 
compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative  under  the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario.  These 
population  increases  result  from  increased  use  of  Runways  15R/33L  and  Runway  27 
departures,  consistent  with  the  PRAS  runway  use  goals. 

The  analysis  of  ground  taxi  operations  indicates  that  the  noise  from  groimd  operations  is 
significantly  less  than  the  noise  from  in-flight  operations.  The  Preferred  Alternative 
would,  however,  produce  a  significant  reduction  in  ground  taxi  noise  for  communities 
located  to  the  northeast  of  the  airport  (the  Bayswater  section  of  East  Boston  and  the  Court 
Road  section  of  Winthrop),  with  smaller  reductions  at  Jeffries  Point. 


8.5    Summary  of  Mitigation  for  tlie  Preferred 
Alternative 

This  section  presents  a  summary  of  the  environmental  and  construction  impacts 
associated  with  implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  and  presents  proposed 
measures  to  mitigate  these  impacts,  where  applicable.  For  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR, 
the  preliminary  mitigation  plan  presented  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  is 
repeated,  and  the  additional  mitigation  measures  are  presented.  The  project-specific  and 
other  mitigation  commitments  include: 

■    Project-Specific  Mitigation  measures  are  as  follows: 

□  Reinforce  Unidirectional  Restriction  for  Runway  14/32  operations. 

□  Sound  Insulation  Program  for  those  eligible  residences  located  within  the  65  dB 
DNL  contour  (29M  Low  Fleet).  These  areas  include  portions  of  Chelsea,  East 
Boston  and  South  Boston.  For  the  eligible  residences,  the  FAA  will  fund  building 
code  upgrades,  to  the  extent  necessary,  to  implement  sound  insulation 
improvements. 

□  Airport  Tenant  Relocation  Assistance.  The  only  relocation  required  for 
construction  of  Runway  14/32  involves  the  tenants  of  Building  60  in  the  South 
Cargo  Area.  Massport  will  provide  relocation  assistance  as  required  under 
applicable  law  to  mitigate  impacts. 

□  Upland  Sandpiper  Habitat  Enhancement  Plan  including:  Alteration  of  existing 
airfield  grassland  mowing  procedures  to  encourage  the  use  of  non-construction 
areas;  implementation  of  a  pre-construction  and  an  on-going  pre-mowing 
upland  Scmdpiper  reconnaissance  program;  and  restoration  of  off-site  habitat. 

□  Construction  Mitigation  including  Massport's  required  Construction  Mitigation 
Program,  and  adherence  by  Massport  and  construction  contractors  to  the  Clean 
Air  Construction  Initiatives. 
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■    Other  Mitigation  Commitments  include  the  following: 

□  PRAS  Monitoring  and  Reporting.  Massport  is  committed  to  more  frequent  and 
comprehensive  PRAS  monitoring  and  public  reporting. 

□  Peak  Period  Monitoring  Program.  Massport  is  proposing  an  airline  schedule 
monitoring  system,  and  is  committed  to  implementing  Peak  Period  Pricing  if 
airline  overscheduling  emerges  as  a  source  of  future  delays. 

□  PRAS  Nighttime  Over-Water  Preference  Routing.  Massport  wiU  encourage  the 
FAA  to  continue  the  practice  of  initiating  over-water  routing  preferences  as  soon 
after  11:00  PM  as  practicable. 

□  Seek  to  Reduce  Use  of  Hushkitted  Aircraft  at  Logan.  Massport  will  continue  to 
work  with  air  carriers  to  encourage  the  use  of  full  Part  36  (Stage  3)  new 
technology  aircraft. 

□  Regional  Transportation  Steps.  Massport  supports  the  regionalization  of  New 
England's  transportation  network  and  continues  to  work  with  aviation 
transportation  agencies  including  the  FAA,  the  Massachusetts  Aeronautics 
Commission  (MAC),  other  New  England  State  Aviation  Directors,  and  the 
regional  airports,  to  ensure  the  efficient  use  of  the  region's  transportation 
infrastructure.  Massport,  along  with  the  FAA  and  the  regional  airport  directors, 
will  conduct  the  New  England  Airports  Si^stcin  Study.  This  study  will  evaluate  the 
potential  for  international,  charter,  and  cargo  services  at  each  of  the  regional 
airports;  evaluate  capacity  issues  at  each  of  the  regional  airports;  and  consider 
the  development  of  high  occupancy  vehicle/ ground  transportation  and  rail 
alternatives  to  improve  access  to  the  regional  airports. 

8.5.1        Project  Specific  Mitigation 

The  following  section  outlines  the  project  specific  mitigation  proposed  as  a  component  of 
the  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project.  Project  specific  mitigation  measures  are 
described  according  to  the  affected  environmental  categories  of  noise,  air  quality,  land 
use /socioeconomic,  air  quality,  vegetation  and  wetlands,  wildlife,  water  resources  and 
soils.  An  extensive  series  of  construction-related  mitigation  measures  are  presented  in 
detail  in  Section  8.5.2.  In  addition,  Massport  has  proposed  other  mitigation  measures,  that, 
while  not  specifically  related  to  the  Airside  Project,  would  be  implemented  concurrently 
with  the  Preferred  Alternative.  These  other  measures  are  discussed  in  Section  8.5.3. 

8.5.1.1      Unidirectional  Commitment 

The  Runway  14/32  component  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  has  been  conceived  and 
proposed  by  Massport  to  accommodate  unidirectional  operations  only.  As  a 
unidirectional  runway,  all  aircraft  arrivals  would  occur  over  Boston  Harbor  to  the 
Runway  32  approach  end  and  all  departures  would  initiate  from  the  Runway  14  end 
heading  out  over  Boston  Harbor.  One  of  the  issues  raised  in  the  May  7, 1999  EOF  A 
Certificate  and  addressed  during  the  SDEIS  Panel  process  was  a  review  of  how  the 
commitment  to  this  unidirectional  operational  limitation  for  proposed  Runway  14/32 
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could  be  reinforced.  This  section  repeats  a  discussion  of  this  issue  before  the  Panel  and 
constitutes  a  confirmation  of  Massport's  commitment  in  this  area. 

Reinforcement  of  the  unidirectional  limitation  occurs  on  three  different  levels.  The  first 
level  centers  on  operational  considerations.  Massport  will  construct,  mark  and  light 
Runway  14/32  to  accommodate  unidirectional  operations  only.  In  addition,  the  Hyatt 
Conference  Center  (174  feet  high)  is  located  within  1,300  feet  of  the  west  end  of  proposed 
Runway  14/32  and  thereby  obstructs  the  pertinent  approach  requirement,  precluding 
arrivals  from  the  west  to  the  14  approach  end  (see  14  CFR  Part  77.25(d)).  Another  factor 
limiting  westerly  operations  on  Runway  14/32  is  the  lack  of  available  facilities  to  allow 
aircraft  to  taxi  to  the  32  end.  Without  such  facilities,  aircraft  would  be  required  to  use  the 
Runway  to  taxi  to  the  32  end  in  order  to  position  for  takeoff  in  a  westerly  direction.  Such 
a  requirement  would  limit  significantly  the  delay  reduction  benefits  associated  with 
utilizing  Rimway  14/32  for  32  departures. 

The  second  level  of  reinforcement  for  the  unidirectional  limitation  on  Runway  14/32  is 
the  environmental  permit  process  itself.  Approval  under  both  federal  and  state 
environmental  review  processes  is  sought  for  a  unidirectional  runway  only. 
Furthermore,  the  unidirectional  limitation  is  being  designated  in  the  federal  and  state 
environmental  review  documents  as  a  mitigation  measure.  This  designation  is  supported 
by  the  goals  of:  (i)  maximizing  over  water  operations,  thereby  limiting  operational 
impacts  over  residential  areas,  and  (ii)  allowing  better  attainment  of  Preferential  Runway 
Advisory  System  (PRAS)  goals.  The  unidirectional  limitation  as  a  Project  mitigation 
element  will  be  included  as  one  of  Massport's  findings  under  M.G.L.  Section  61  and  is 
anticipated  to  be  an  element  of  both  the  federal  Record  of  Decision  and  the  certificate  of 
the  Massachusetts  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs,  thus  providing  a  further  level  of 
reinforcement  of  this  limitation. 

The  first  two  levels  of  reinforcement  discussed  above  entail  physical  restraints  and 
goverrunental  determinations  within  the  jurisdiction  of  both  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  (to  be  addressed  in  the  federal  Record  of  Decision)  and  the 
Massachusetts  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs  (through  the  Secretary's 
Certificate  on  the  Final  EIR).  A  third  level  of  reinforcement  would  provide  an  additional, 
representative  governmental  body  and /or  appropriate  representative  commimity 
groups,  with  contractual  rights  to  enforce  the  unidirectional  linaitation.  Massport 
reaffirms  its  willingness  to  enter  into  an  appropriate  contractual  agreement  with  another 
goverrmiental  unit  and /or  representative  community  group.  This  agreement  would  (i) 
reiterate  the  unidirectional  restrictions  outlined  above  (e.g.,  limited  markings  and 
lighting,  and  no  taxiway  to  accommodate  takeoffs  from  the  32  end),  (ii)  allow  Runway 
14/32  to  be  constructed  and  operated  as  a  unidirectional  runway  only,  and  (iii)  provide 
such  entity  or  group(s)  with  standing  and  a  contractual  mechanism  to  enforce  the 
unidirectional  commitment. 
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8.5.1.2  Noise 

The  Preferred  Alternative  includes  construction  of  unidirectional  Runaway  14/32,  which 
provides  flexibility  in  runway  selection,  and  hence  a  greater  ability  to  achieve  PRAS 
gofds.  In  order  to  maximize  over-water  operations  emd  achieve  the  other  PRAS-related 
benefits  of  Runway  14/32,  it  has  been  designed  and  will  be  permitted  for  unidirectional 
use  only,  i.e.,  it  will  only  accommodate  over-water  arrivals  and  departures. 

By  allowing  better  achievement  of  PRAS  goals,  implementation  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  significimtly  reduces  the  most  severely  noise-impacted  populations  within 
the  70  and  75  dB  DNL  contours  in  East  Boston,  Winthrop  and  Revere.  However,  by 
increasing  utilization  of  Runway  15/33  to  levels  more  consistent  with  PRAS  goals,  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  also  increase  the  affected  population  within  the  future  65  dB 
DNL  contours  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative  and  to  1998  conditions.  Massport 
proposes  to  mitigate  these  impacts  by  providing  sound  insulation  to  affected  residences 
in  Chelsea,  East  Boston  and  South  Boston  that  fall  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the 
Preferred  Alternative  as  defined  by  the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario.  The  estimated  number  of 
dwelling  units  listed  in  Table  8.5-1  reflects  the  total  number  of  dwelling  units  that  will  be 
sound  insulated  as  a  result  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  29M  Low  DNL  contour.  For  the 
project-eligible  residences,  the  FAA  will  fund  building  code  upgrades,  to  the  extent 
necessary,  to  implement  sound  insulation  improvements.  The  number  of  residences  to  be 
included  within  the  noise  mitigation  program  will  be  determined  based  on  a  more 
detailed  block-by-block  analysis  to  be  performed  during  implementation. 


Table  8.5-1 

Proposed  Sound  Insulation  Mitigation 

Community  Estimated  Number  of  Dwelling  Units 


Chelsea  1,1 00  to  1,200 

East  Boston  150  to  200 

South  Boston  25  to  50 

Approximate  Total  1 ,275  to  1 ,450 


In  summer  2000,  Massport  submitted  a  new  sound  insulation  program  based  on  the  1998 
65  dB  DNL  contour  with  terrain-adjusted  exposure  levels  to  the  FAA  New  England 
Regional  Office.  The  FAA  approved  the  new  sound  insulation  contour  for  a  two-year 
period.  This  sound  insulation  program  is  funded  and  is  underway. 
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8.5.1.3  Land  Use/Socioeconomic 

Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  restricted  to  activities  and  purposes 
compatible  with  normal  airport  operations  and  existing  land  use  plans.  Construction  of 
the  runway  and  taxiway  improvements  will  occur  on  the  existing  airfield. 

Construction  of  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  requires  the  demolition  of  Buildings  60 
and  61  in  the  South  Cargo  Area.  The  tenant  of  Building  61  (the  U.S.  Postal  Service)  has 
plans  to  vacate  the  building,  independent  of  the  Airside  Project.  Therefore  demolition  of 
this  building  would  not  require  relocation  assistance.  The  leases  for  Building  60  extend 
beyond  the  proposed  2003  construction  start  of  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Therefore, 
relocation  assistance  for  eligible  tenants  of  Building  60  will  be  provided  in  accordance 
with  applicable  provisions  of  the  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  and  Real  Property 
Acquisition  Policies  Act  of  1970,  as  amended,  and  specifically  Part  24  of  49  CFR  and 
M.G.L.  Chapter  79A  and  implementing  regulations.  Relocation  assistance  measures  may 
include  relocation  advisory  services  and  payments  for  moving  and  relocation  costs,  as 
applicable.  Relocation  resources  would  be  available  to  all  eligible  business  relocatees 
without  discrimination. 

8.5.1.4  Air  Quality 

The  enussions  inventory  for  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx),  and  volatile 
organic  compounds  (VOC)  indicates  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  expected  to  generate 
the  least  amount  of  emissions  of  all  Alternatives  evaluated,  including  the  No  Action 
Alternative.  The  dispersion  modeling  results  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  indicate  that 
predicted  levels  of  CO,  NO,  and  PMjq  are  expected  to  be  well  within  air  quality  standards 
and  guidelines,  under  all  future  fleet  scenarios  analyzed.  Therefore  there  are  no  negative 
air  quality  impacts  associated  with  implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Rather,  the 
Preferred  Alternative  provides  an  air  quality  benefit  when  compared  to  the  No  Action 
Alternative.  This  outcome  is  attributable  to  the  delay  reduction  benefits  associated  with  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 

To  comply  with  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990  (CAAA),  the  FAA  must 
determine  if  the  proposed  action  is  consistent  with  the  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP) 
for  ozone,  since  Logan  is  located  in  a  non-attainment  area  for  this  pollutant.  FAA 
procedures  for  compliance  with  General  Conformity  regulations  mandated  by  Section 
176(c)  of  the  CAAA  require  that  the  FAA  compare  the  emissions  resulting  from  the 
Preferred  Alternative  against  those  emissions  that  would  have  occurred  under  the  No 
Action  Alternative. 

Based  on  the  analyses  of  NOx  and  VOCs  (see  Tables  6.4-5  and  6.4-6,  respectively),  FAA 
has  determined  that  for  all  future  conditions  analyzed,  the  Preferred  Alternative's  net 
annual  emissions  (Preferred  Alternative  emissions  minus  No  Action  emissions)  will  be 
less  than  the  applicable  NOx  and  VOC  emission  levels  in  40  CFR  93.153(b).  In  addition, 
FAA  analysis  of  these  levels  shows  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not  be 
"regionally  significant"  because  it  would  not  accoimt  for  10  percent  of  the  total  emissions 
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inventories  for  NOx  or  VOC  in  the  Boston  ozone  non-attainment  area.  Accordingly,  FAA 
has  determined  that  further  analysis  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  under  Section  176(c)  of 
the  CAAA  is  not  needed  and  that  the  implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  is 
presumed  to  conform  to  the  SIP. 

For  NEPA  purposes,  FAA  must  also  assess  the  air  quality  impacts  of  project  alternatives. 
Dispersion  modeling  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  and  the  No  Action  Alternative  shows 
that  the  proposed  project  would  not  exceed  any  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 
(NAAQS).  Accordingly,  FAA  has  determined  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not 
cause  significant  air  quality  impacts. 

8.5.1.5      Vegetation  and  Wetlands 

All  construction  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  confined  to  upland  portions  of  the 
fdrfield.  There  will  be  no  loss  of  wetlands  as  a  result  of  the  implementation  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative.  Eharing  construchon,  sediment  and  erosion  controls  will  be  implemented  within 
the  100-foot  buffer  zone  of  the  coastal  bank.  All  areas  disturbed  by  construction  will  be 
stabilized  with  vegetation  common  to  the  airfield  once  re-grading  is  completed. 


Construction  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  and  the  Taxiway  Delta  extension  will  result  in 
the  conversion  of  approximately  37  acres  of  grassland  to  paved  surface  thereby 
eliminating  this  area  as  habitat  for  the  state-listed  endangered  upland  sandpiper. 
Massport  is  working  with  the  Massachusetts  Natural  Heritage  and  Endangered  Species 
Program  (NHESP)  to  develop  a  mitigation  plan  that  will  address  this  impact.  The 
mitigation  plan  comprises  the  foUowing  elements: 

■  Off-site  habitat  enhancement. 

■  Alteration  of  existing  airfield  grassland  mowing  procedures  prior  to  the  spring  arrival  of 
the  upland  sandpiper  to  encourage  occupation  of  other  areas  of  the  airfield  rather  than  the 
construction  area. 

■  Implementation  of  a  pre-construction  and  an  ongoing  pre-mowing  upland  sandpiper 
reconnaissance  program  to  ensure  that  no  individual  birds  remain  in  the  areas  being 
mowed. 

Enhancement  of  bird  habitat  at  Logan  is  not  feasible  due  to  the  significant  potential  of 
increased  aviation  hazards.  As  part  of  the  Conservation  and  Management  Permit  process 
under  the  Massachusetts  Endangered  Species  Act  (MESA),  Massport  has  worked  closely 
with  the  NHESP  to  develop  a  comprehensive  onsite  and  offsite  mitigation  program  to 
provide  a  "net  benefit  to  the  local  population"  of  upland  sandpipers.  The  offsite 
mitigation  is  expected  to  involve  Massport  funding  of  a  grassland  restoration /habitat 
enhancement  program  at  Camp  Edwards  on  Cape  Cod.  Under  this  program,  Massport 
would  provide  funds  to  the  Massachusetts  National  Guard  (MNG)  for  the  restoration  of 
the  former  upland  sandpiper  habitat.  A  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  is  under 
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discussion  among  Massport,  MNG  and  NHESP  to  ensure  effective  implementation  of  the 
program. 

8.5.1 .7      Water  Resources 

Construction  of  the  runway  and  taxiways  wUl  result  in  a  slight  increase  (3.8  percent)  in 
peak  runoff  to  tidal  waters.  Peak  discharges  will  be  minimized  through  the  use  of  grassed 
swales  and  infiltration  of  runoff.  No  long-term  impacts  to  water  quidity  are  anticipated. 
The  existing  stormwater  drainage  system  will  be  reconfigured  slightly  to  accommodate 
runoff  from  the  runway  and  taxiway  improvements.  A  low-flow  water  quality  treatment 
structure  may  be  incorporated  into  the  existing  system  to  handle  the  first  flush  rvmoff  from 
portions  of  the  airfield,  if  feasible.  Sediment  and  erosion  controls  will  be  installed  and 
maintained  during  all  portions  of  construction  to  minimize  adverse  impacts.  Construction 
will  be  phased  to  minimize  the  extent  of  bare  soil  at  any  one  time.  All  new  runway  and 
taxiway  construction  within  areas  subject  to  DEP's  Stormwater  Management  Policy  wiU  be 
consistent  with  applicable  policies  and  performance  standards. 


Disposal  of  soils  excavated  for  nmway  and  taxiway  construction  will  be  regulated  under 
the  Massachusetts  Contingency  Plan  (MCP)  (310  CMR  40.0000)  and  further  reviewed  for 
consistency  with  Massport's  SoU  Management  Plan  developed  for  the  Logan 
Modernization  projects. 


An  extensive  array  of  construction  period  mitigation  measures  is  proposed  for  the  Airside 
Project  improvements  that  comprise  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Measures  that  specifically 
address  safety,  traffic,  air  quality,  and  noise  wiU  be  written  into  the  contiact  documents  and 
specifications  governing  the  contractors  and  subcontractors  constructing  the  improve- 
ments. As  in  the  Logan  Modernization  Program  and  other  major  construction  projects  at 
the  airport,  Massport  will  employ  a  team  of  on-site  resident  engineers  and  inspectors  to 
monitor  the  contractors'  compliance  with  mitigation  measures. 

Safety  is  of  paramount  concern  since  major  constiuction  will  be  occurring  in  proximity  to 
operating  runways  and  taxiways.  All  constiuction  activity  will  be  governed  by  the 
requirements  of  FAA  AC  150/5370-2C  Operational  Safety  on  Airports  During  Construction. 

Construction  mitigation  measures  in  a  number  of  categories  are  described  below. 

8.5.2.1      Construction  Traffic  Operations 

■    Construction  vehicles  wiU  be  required  to  use  State  highways  or  Logan  roadways, 
including  the  Ted  Williams  Tunnel,  except  when  seeking  access  to  local  businesses.  A 
clause  to  this  effect  wiU  be  inserted  in  all  construction  contiacts  relating  to  the  Airside 
Project  improvements. 
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■  Truck  routes  for  Logan  projects  that  rninimize  impacts  on  the  local  communities  are  well 
established.  Construction  vehicles  would  be  restricted  from  using  Neptune  Road, 
Maverick  Street,  and  Porter  Street  in  East  Boston.  Designated  truck  routes  wiU  be  specified 
in  all  construction  contracts. 

■  Construction  employee  parking  spaces  will  not  be  permitted  on  the  construction  site  nor 
will  provisions  be  made  for  them  elsewhere  on-airport  with  the  exception  of  a  smaR 
number  of  spaces  for  supervisory  personnel.  It  is  expected  that  construction  workers  will 
access  the  airport  via  public  transportation  or  via  shuttle  buses  from  off-airport  parking 
areas. 

■  Police  details  wiU  be  employed  at  appropriate  locations  on  the  airport  to  manage  traffic 
and  ensure  public  safety. 

8.5.2.2  Construction  Air  Quality 

■  As  part  of  Massport's  continued  commitment  to  reduce  impacts  to  the  environment, 
Massport  will  require  contractors  to  retrofit  their  heavy  construction  equipment  with 
advanced  pollution  contiol  devices  during  construction  in  accordance  with  DEP's  Clean 
Air  Construction  Initiative.  Contractor-owned  equipment  such  as  front-end  loaders, 
backhoes,  cranes  and  excavators  will  be  retiofitted  with  oxidation  catalysts.  This  device 
filters  out  and  breaks  down  hydrocarbons,  particulate  matter  and  carbon  dioxide 
associated  with  diesel  emissions. 

■  Ehiring  the  construction  process  a  regular  program  of  street  sweeping  will  minimize  dust 
from  construction  vehicle  movements  on  airport  roads. 

■  Fugitive  dust  also  will  be  controlled  with  water  spray  as  needed  during  demolition  and 
construction;  no  chemical  soil  stabilizers  wiU  be  used. 

■  AH  trucks  hauling  demolition  materials  and  excavate  from  the  site  wUl  be  covered  and 
their  wheels  wUl  be  washed  prior  to  leaving  the  construction  site. 

8.5.2.3  Construction  Noise 

General  construction  noise  wiU  be  limited  using  techniques  such  as: 

■  Use  of:  (1)  concrete  crushers  or  pavement  saws  for  building  demolition  or  similar 
construction  activity;  (2)  local  power  grid  to  reduce  the  use  of  generators,  to  the  extent 
practicable  and  feasible. 

■  Attaching:  (1)  intake  and  exhaust  mufflers,  shields,  or  shrouds;  (2)  noise-deadening 
material  to  inside  of  hoppers,  conveyor  transfer  points,  or  chutes. 

■  Maintaining  equipment  to  ensure  peak  performance. 


Preferred  Alternative  and  Mitigation 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 


■  Limiting  (1)  the  numbers  and  duration  of  equipment  idling  on  the  site;  (2)  the  use  of 
annunciators  or  public  address  systems;  (3)  the  use  of  air  or  gasoline-driven  hand  tools. 

■  Configuring,  to  the  extent  feasible,  the  construction  site  in  a  manner  that  keeps  loud 
equipment  and  activities  as  far  as  possible  from  noise-sensitive  locations. 

When  construction  is  scheduled  during  the  nighttime  hours  and  near  community 
sensitive  areas  (e.g..  East  Boston  and  Winthrop)  the  following  noise  mitigation  measures 
will  be  employed: 

■  The  use  of  backup  alarms  for  all  pieces  of  equipment  will  be  prohibited,  to  the  extent 
appropriate.  The  contractors  will  be  required  to  provide  additional  laborers  to  assure  that 
equipment  backup  safely  and  comply  with  OSHA  regulations. 

■  Trucks  delivering  bituminous  concrete  or  other  materiids  will  be  prohibited  from 
slamming  their  tailgates  to  clean  out  truck  beds  after  dumping. 

■  During  paving  operations,  contractors  will  be  required  to  turn  off  their  vibratory 
compactors  prior  to  exiting  off  of  the  newly  placed  pavement  and  onto  the  old  existing 
pavement. 

■  Further  noise  control  options  will  be  evaluated  during  the  ongoing  project  design  to 
define  their  effectiveness  and  feasibility.  Appropriate  operational  specifications  and 
performance  standards  will  be  incorporated  into  the  construction  contract  documents. 

8.5.2.4      General  Project  Construction  Mitigation 

All  construction  activity  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  be  governed  by 
FAA  Advisory  Circular  150/5370-2C,  Operation  Safety  on  Airports  During  Construction. 
In  addition,  Massport  has  developed  a  number  of  mandatory  construction  mitigation 
procedures  for  all  construction  contractors.  Massport  will  be  responsible  for  overseeing 
all  activities  related  to  the  Airside  Project  improvements  including  the  following 
management  practices: 

■  Full  coordination  with  the  CA/T  Project,  and  with  all  relevant  agencies  including  the 
FAA,  MBTA,  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Authority,  Massachusetts  DEP,  Massachusetts 
Coastal  Zone  Management  (CZM),  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  (MWRA), 
City  of  Boston,  Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Commission  (BWSC),  and  utility  companies,  as 
appropriate. 

■  Preparation  of  detailed  pre-construction  plans  for  traffic  maintenance,  construction 
specifications  for  contractors,  and  coordinated  scheduling  of  all  construction  activities  (as 
well  as  the  other  measures  noted  in  the  ground  transportation  section  above). 
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8.5.3 
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The  Preferred  Alternative  has  been  reviewed  in  accordance  with  the  Federal  Executive 
Order  12898  and  the  applicable  US  DOT  Order.  After  taking  into  account  mitigation 
measures,  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  not  result  in  a  disproportionate  adverse  impact 
to  minority  and /or  low-income  populations. 

■  There  is  no  disproportionate  high  and  adverse  impact  caused  by  the  Preferred 
Alternative.  Adverse  noise  impacts  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  are  not  predominately 
borne  by  a  minority  or  low-income  population.  Only  21  percent  of  the  population  within 
the  65  dB  DNL  contour  is  minority,  compared  Suffolk  County,  which  is  38  percent 
minority.  Less  than  2  percent  of  the  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  has  a 
household  income  less  than  150  percent  of  poverty  level. 

■  The  additional  area  v^thin  the  Preferred  Alternative  65  dB  DNL  contour  under  the  29M 
Low  Fleet  scenario  includes  a  predominantiy  Hispanic  neighborhood  in  Chelsea  which  is 
predicted  to  experience  an  increase  of  0.6  dB  DNL  or  less.  Under  FAA's  standards,  this 
change  is  not  a  significant  adverse  impact.  Nonetheless,  mitigation  of  the  increased  noise 
exposure  wiU  be  provided  to  the  affected  community  in  the  form  of  residential  sound 


Since  the  publication  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  Massport  has  developed 
proposals  for  other  mitigation  measures  including: 

■  PRAS  Monitoring  and  Reporting 

■  Peak  Period  Monitoring  Program 

■  Ongoing  Discussion  with  Air  Carriers  to  Reduce  Use  of  Hushkitted  Aircraft  at  Logan 

■  Regional  Transportation  Steps 

8.5.4.1      PRAS  Monitoring  and  Reporting 

The  forecast  levels  of  PRAS  achievement  that  are  reflected  in  the  Airside  Project  analysis 
show  continuous  improvement  from  current  levels.  The  analysis  presented  in  Chapter  4 
of  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  clearly  demonstiates  the  improvement  in  PRAS 
achievement  that  has  taken  place  since  its  inception  in  the  early  1980s,  and  especially 
since  1996,  when  the  FAA  began  using  the  modified  version  of  PRAS.  Because  Massport 
is  committed  to  further  improvement  in  PRAS  achievement,  it  has  designed  protocols  for 
monitoring  and  reporting  PRAS  performance.  Chapter  4  describes  the  proposed  PRAS 
Monitoring  System  and  report  distiibution.  In  summctry,  the  Massport  Quarterly  Noise 
Reports  will  include  a  number  of  new  reports  and  the  distribution  List  will  be  expanded 
to  include  all  interested  parties.  In  addition,  the  annual  reports  on  runway  utilization, 
dwell  and  persistence  will  also  be  included  in  the  ESPR  and  its  Environmental  Data 
Reports  (EDR).  Over  the  longer-term,  Massport  wiU  work  with  the  FAA  to  design 
additional  reports,  which  could  help  enhance  the  attainment  of  PRAS. 


insulation. 
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8.5.4.2      Peak  Period  Monitoring  System  and  Peak  Period  Pricing 
Exemption  Program 

As  part  of  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  Massport  completed  several  analyses  that 
allowed  for  a  more  complete  understanding  of  Peak  Period  Pricing.  (These  analyses  are 
described  in  Chapter  4  of  this  document.)  The  product  of  two  of  these  analyses  is  reflected 
in  Massport's  mitigation  plan.  First,  Massport  recognizes  the  delay  reduction  benefits 
associated  with  Peak  Period  Pricing  in  an  environment  characterized  by  airUne 
overscheduling  and  is  committed  to  an  ongoing  program  designed  to  regularly  monitor 
peak  period  airline  schedules.  In  Chapter  4,  Massport  identifies  a  criterion  that  would 
initiate  of  a  phased  administrative  and  regulatory  process  leading  to  the  implementation  of 
a  Peak  Period  Pricing  program.  Massport's  monitoring  program,  described  in  Chapter  4, 
will  provide  the  appropriate  mechanism  for  identifying  the  point  at  which  the  triggering 
criterion  occurs. 

Should  Pefik  Period  Pricing  be  invoked,  Massport  and  others  are  concerned  about  the 
detrimental  effects  such  a  program  could  have  on  New  England  communities  that  rely 
on  air  service  to  Logan  Airport  for  access  to  the  national  aviation  system.  As  mitigation 
against  the  potential  economic  costs  of  Peak  Period  Pricing,  Massport  has  evaluated  an 
exemption  program  for  eligible  New  England  communities.  The  illustrative  program 
provides  a  Peak  Period  surcharge  exemption  for  two  roundtrips  per  day  in  each  eligible 
market.  Consideration  will  also  be  given  to  operational  factors,  such  as  the  use  of  the 
2,557-foot  Runway  15L/33R,  that  may  justify  exemptions  without  jeopardizing  the  delay 
reduction  benefits  of  Peak  Period  Pricing.  These  exemptions  wUl  be  included  as  part  of  a 
Peak  Period  Pricing  regulatory  proposal  and  will  be  subject  to  pubhc  comment  and 
review  along  with  the  other  elements  of  the  Peak  Period  Pricing  proposal,  as  required 
under  the  Commonwealth's  Administrative  Procedures  Act. 


As  air  carriers  and  cargo  operators  phased  out  their  remaining  Stage  2  aircraft  (gross 
weight  >  75,000  pounds),  some  opted  to  retrofit  their  older  Stage  2  aircraft  with 
"hushkits",  designed  to  reduce  noise  levels  to  meet  the  Part  36  Stage  3  noise  limits. 
Others  replaced  their  Stage  3  aircraft  with  quieter,  new  Stage  3  technology  aircraft, 
resulting  in  more  significant  noise  abatement  benefits.  Operators  at  Logan  Airport  have 
done  both.  Substituting  quieter,  new  Stage  3  technology  results  in  more  significant  noise 
reduction  benefits. 

The  reduction  in  noise  exposure  that  will  be  experienced  as  fleet  changes  continue 
depends  heavily  on  how  many  hushkitted  aircraft  remain  in  operation  over  the  next  few 
years.  One  especially  promising  sign,  however,  has  been  the  recent  fleet  conversions  by 
the  US  Airways  and  Delta  Shuttles.  Massport  has  worked  to  encourage  each  carrier  to 
update  its  fleet  from  hushkitted  Stage  3  Boeing  727-200  aircrctft  to  Stage  3,  new- 
technology  aircraft.  Subsequent  to  those  discussions,  both  carriers  cmnounced  fleet 
renewal  programs.  US  Airways  Shuttle  now  operates  quieter  Airbus  320  aircraft  and  the 
Delta  Shuttle  flies  Stage  3  Boeing  737-800s.  While  not  related  to  Preferred  Alternative 
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impacts,  Massport  will  continue  to  encourage  air  carriers  to  reduce  the  use  of  hushkitted 
Stage  3  aircraft  at  Logan. 

8.5.4.5      Regional  Transportation 


Massport  is  engaged  in  promoting  increased  utQization  of  regional  airports  and  other 
travel  modes  to  provide  relief  to  Logan  Airport.  As  em  independent  authority  that  owns 
and  operates  Logan  and  Hanscom  Field,  as  well  as  the  Tobin  Bridge  and  many  properties 
in  the  Port  of  Boston,  and  has  operational  responsibility  for  Worcester  Regional  Airport, 
Massport  is  just  one  of  many  agencies  that  influence  regional  transportation  policy.  With 
regard  to  aviation,  Massport's  primary  responsibilities  are  the  provision,  operation  and 
maintenance  of  airport  infrastructure  at  Logan  and  Hanscom  Field,  and  the  operation  of 
Worcester  Regional  Airport. 

Massport  and  FAA  are  committed  to  cooperative  transportation  planning  and  are  actively 
working  with  a  broad  array  of  transportation  agencies  and  concerned  parties  to  ensure  an 
integrated,  multi-modal  regional  transportation  network.  Massport  has  undertaken  several 
initiatives  to  advance  the  role  of  regional  airports  in  accommodating  a  greater  share  of  the 
region's  air  travel  demand.  Massport  is  also  an  active  participant  in  several  interagency 
transportation  planning  forums  pertaining  to  alternative  intercity  travel  modes.  Massport 
will  also  participate  in  the  planned  New  England  Airports  System  Study.  Chapter  2  provides 
a  detailed  description  of  Massport's  regional  transportation  efforts  and  initiatives. 


The  EOEA  May  7, 1999  Certificate  on  the  Airside  E>raft  EIS/EIR  requested  that  Massport 
undertake  a  feasibility  study  of  implementing  measures  to  reduce  NOx  emissions  at 
Logan.  This  study  was  reported  on  in  the  2999  Logan  Airport  Environmental  Status  and 
Planning  Report  (filed  in  December  2000).  A  final  report  recommending  NOx  emissions 
reduction  strategies  will  be  presented  to  MEPA  by  the  end  of  March  2001. 


The  following  agency  reviews,  permits,  approvals,  and  notices  may  be  required  for  the 
implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  (Table  8.6-1). 
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Table  8.6-1 

Project  Permits  and  Approvals^ 


Agency  Name 


Permit  or  Action 


Project  Permits  and  Approvals 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 


Massachusetts  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Massachusetts  Coastal  Zone  Management 
Massachusetts  Historical  Commission 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  Department  of  Environmental  Protection 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 


Airport  Layout  Plan  (ALP)  approval 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  Record  of  Decision 

Airspace  Analysis  and  Determination 

Notice  of  Proposed  Landing  Area  Construction  or  Alteration 
(14CFR,  Part  171) 

Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA)  Certification 

Federal  Consistency  Review 

Section  106  Review^ 

Air  Quality  Certification 

Water  Quality  Certification 

Endangered  Species  Coordination 


Construction  Related  Permits  or  Approvals 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  Division  of  Air  Quality; 
Massachusetts  Department  of  Labor  and  Industries;  and  US  Environmental 
Protection  Agency 

Massachusetts  Natural  Heritage  and  Endangered  Species  Program 
City  of  Boston,  Conservation  Commission 


National  Pollution  Discharge  Elimination  System,  Stormwater 

Discharge  (Construction  Activity) 

Notice  Concerning  Commencement  of  Construction  or 

Demolition 

Conservation  and  Management  Permit 
Order  of  Conditions 


1  Not  all  these  permits  or  approvals  may  be  required. 

2  The  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission  has  concurred  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  have  no  adverse  effect  on  significant  historic  properties.  See  Appendix 
H  for  the  MHC  letter  to  the  FAA,  dated  December  21 , 1 999 
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8.7    Proposed  Section  61  Findings 

The  following  section  outlines  a  draft  Section  61  Finding  for  the  Airside 
Improvements  Planning  Project. 

DRAFT  RESOLUTION  AND  VOTE  OF  MASSPORT  BOARD 
IN  COMPLIANCE  WITH  M.G.L.  C.30,  SECTION  61 


WHEREAS,  the  Authority  has  been  engaged  in  long-term  planning  acrivities  to 
ensure  that  flight  operations  at  Boston-Logan  International  Airport  ("Logan")  are 
conducted  as  safely  and  efficiently  as  possible  in  terms  of  on-time  performance  and 
in  a  manner  consistent  with  established  environmental  impact  policies  and  goals, 
and 


WHEREAS,  in  the  context  of  this  planning  process  the  Authority  has  identified  a 
range  of  alternatives  for  achieving  these  results,  including  specific  improvements 
to  the  airfield  component  of  Logan,  and 

WHEREAS,  pursuant  to  the  National  Envirorunental  PoUcy  Act  ("NEPA")  and 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act  ("MEPA")  and  related  regulations  cmd 
other  requirements,  the  Authority  has  been  engaged  in  an  environmental  review 
process  to  examine  a  number  of  aspects  of  the  various  alternatives  under  review, 
including  without  limitation,  purpose  and  need,  analysis  of  the  current  and 
projected  flight  delay  problem,  role  of  the  regional  airport  system  and  other 
transportation  alternatives  in  meeting  current  and  forecast  passenger  demand, 
affected  en\'ironment,  en\dronmental  consequences,  environmental  justice,  and 
environmental  mitigation,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  environmental  review  process  under  MEPA  commenced  with  the 
fUing  of  an  Environmental  Notification  Form  ("ENF")  on  July  31,  1995  which  was 
the  subject  of  a  formal  scoping  process,  including  a  public  scoping  session  on 
September  23, 1995,  which  process  in  turn  led  to  the  issuance  of  a  Certificate  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs  ("EOEA")  defining  the 
scope  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  ("Draft  EIR"),  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIR  was  filed  on  February  1,  1999,  which 
document  included  the  designation  of  a  Preferred  Alternative  consisting  of  the 
following  components:  unidirectional  Runway  14/32;  Centerfield  Taxiway; 
extension  of  Taxiway  Delta;  realignment  of  Taxiway  November;  improvements  to 
the  southwest  comer  taxiway  system;  and  reduction  in  approach  minimums  on 
Runways  22L,  27,  15R  and  33L  (which  component  is  an  initiative  of  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration),  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Draft  EIR  was  the  subject  of  an  extended  public  comment  period, 
including  pubUc  hearings  on  Wednesday,  April  7,  1999  at  the  State  Transportation 
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Building  in  Boston  and  Thursday,  April  8,  1999  at  the  Holiday  Inn  in  East  Boston, 
which  resulted  in  the  issuance  of  a  certificate  from  the  Secretary  of  EOEA  dated 
May  7,  1999,  in  which  said  Secretary  determined  that  the  Draft  EIR  adequately  and 
properly  complied  with  MEPA  and  with  its  implementing  regulations  and 
specified  certain  additional  analytic  work,  including  additional  mitigation 
measures  and  responses  to  substantive  comments,  to  be  included  in  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report  ("Final  EIR"),  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Authority  filed  the  Final  EIR  on  [March  15],  2001  and  on  [DATE] 
the  Secretary  of  EOEA  issued  a  certificate  determining. .  .[TO  BE  INSERTED]...; 

NOW  THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED  AND  VOTED: 

A.  The  Authority  hereby  finds  that:  (a)  the  environmental  impacts  associated  with 

the  Airside  Improvements  Project,  EOEA  No.  10458,  and  selection  and 
implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative,  are  properly  and  adequately 
described  and  evaluated  in  the  ENF,  Draft  EIR  and  Final  EIR  and  the 
description  of  such  environmental  impacts  set  forth  in  said  documents  is 
adopted  as  a  specific  finding  herein,  and  (b)  by  implementing  the  mitigation 
measures  set  forth  in  the  Final  EIR  (and  summarized  in  this  resolution),  as 
authorized  and  directed  by  this  resolution,  aU  feasible  means  and  measures 
will  be  taken  to  avoid  or  minimize  the  description  of  any  envirorunental 
impacts  as  determined  by  this  resolution. 

B.  The  Authority  hereby  further  finds  and  determines  that  the  improvements 
constituting  the  Preferred  Alternative  as  set  forth  in  the  Draft  EIR  and  Final 
EIR  wiU  enhance  the  operation  of  Logan  by  improving  safety  conditions  and 
on-time  performance  of  aircraft  and  will  provide  related  environmental 
benefits. 

C.  The  Authority  hereby  makes  the  additional  findings  set  forth  below  in 
accordance  with  M.G.L.  c.30.  Section  61: 


IMPLEMENTATION  OF  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

The  Authority  hereby  adopts  the  following  environmental  mitigation,  which 
measures  are  set  forth  in  Chapter  8  and  other  applicable  provisions  of  the  Final 
EIR,  and  hereby  authorizes  and  directs  the  Executive  Director  to  implement  such 
measures. 


1.0  Runway  14/32  Unidirectional  Limitation 

Runway  14/32  will  be  operated  as  a  unidirectional  runway  to  accommodate  over- 
water  flight  operations  only,  i.e.,  arrival  operations  in  an  east-to  -west  direction  to  the 
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Runway  32  approach  end  and  departure  operations  from  a  west-to-east  direction 
from  the  Runway  14  departure  end.  Construction  specifications  will  require  that 
lighting,  marking  and  instrumentation  components  of  Runway  14/32  be  done 
consistent  with  the  above-described  unidirectional  limitations.  No  parallel  or  other 
type  of  taxiway  facility  will  be  constructed  to  allow  departures  from  an  east-to-west 
direction  from  the  32  end.  The  Authority  will,  if  requested,  enter  into  an  appropriate 
contract  with  an  appropriate  governmental  body  and/or  representative  community 
group(s)  to  provide  rights  to  enforce  the  intended  unidirectional  restriction  of 
Rxmway  14/32. 

2.0  Regional  Transportation  Policy  -  Regional  Airport  Network 

The  Authority  is  engaged  in  promoting  increased  utilization  of  regional  airports 
and  other  travel  modes  to  provide  relief  to  Logan  Airport.  As  an  independent 
authority  that  owns  and  operates  Logan  and  Hanscom  Field,  as  well  as  the  Tobin 
Bridge  and  many  properties  in  the  Port  of  Boston,  and  has  operational 
responsibility  for  Worcester  Regional  Airport,  the  Authority  is  just  one  of  many 
agencies  that  influence  regional  transportation  policy.  With  regard  to  aviation,  the 
Authority's  primary  responsibilities  are  the  provision,  operation  and  maintenance 
of  airport  infrastructure  at  Logan  and  Hanscom  Field,  and  the  operation  of 
Worcester  Regional  Airport. 

The  Authority  supports  a  regional  tTcmsportation  policy  to  improve  the  efficient  use 
of  the  region's  transportation  infrastructure  by  expanding  use  of  the  regional  airports 
and  other  transportation  modes,  where  appropriate.  To  achieve  these  goals,  the 
Authority  is  committed  to  cooperative  transportation  planning  and  is  actively 
working  with  a  broad  array  of  transportation  agencies  and  concerned  parties  to 
ensure  an  integrated,  multi-modal  regional  transportation  network.  The  Authority 
has  undertaken  several  initiatives  to  advance  the  role  of  regional  iiirports  in 
accommodating  a  greater  share  of  the  region's  air  travel  demand.  The  Authority  is 
also  an  active  participant  in  several  interagency  transportation  planning  forums 
pertaining  to  alternative  intercity  travel  modes. 

The  Authority's  efforts  in  connection  with  this  Regional  Transportation  Policy  will 
include: 

2.1       Worcester  Regional  Airport 

The  Authority  will  continue  to  exercise  operational  control  over  Worcester 
Regional  Airport,  continue  to  work  to  attract  new  air  service  and  develop  and 
implement  a  marketing  campaign  targeted  to  tiavelers  and  airlines  to  provide 
awareness  of  Worcester  Regional  Airport  and  enhance  its  utilization  within  its 
primary  service  area. 
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2.2  Cooperative  Regional  Transportation  Planning  Initiatives 

The  Authority  will: 

■  Maintain  an  aviahon  information  database  and  distribute  quarterly  reports 
that  track  aviation  trends  at  all  of  the  regional  airports  to  parties  interested  in 
promoting  regional  airport  services; 

■  Compile  and  issue  periodic  statistical  summaries  of  passenger  levels,  aircraft 
operation  counts  and  airline  schedule  data  at  the  major  New  England  regional 
airports; 

■  Prepare  an  Annual  Report  summarizing  regional  airport  trends  and  service 
developments; 

■  Participate  in  meetings  of  other  regional  and  state  aviation  organizations, 
including  the  Massachusetts  Aeronauhcs  Commission  and  transportation 
summit  meetings  organized  by  the  New  England  governors; 

■  Continue  to  cooperate  with  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  and  directors 
of  other  regional  airports  to  undertake  and  complete  a  Neic  England  Airports 
System  Study  to  evaluate  the  performance  of  the  regional  airports  since  the 
complerion  of  the  2995  Regional  Airport  Air  Passenger  Service  Study;  reevaluate 
airport  market  areas  and  capture  rates;  evaluate  the  potential  for  international, 
charter  and  cargo  services  at  the  regional  airports;  evaluate  capacity  issues  at 
the  regional  airports;  and  consider  the  development  of  high  occupancy 
vehicle /ground  transportation  and  rail  alternatives  to  improve  access  to  the 
regional  airports; 

■  Continue  to  encourage  various  transportation  initiatives  (e.g.,  commuter  rail, 
rail  or  other  links  between  regional  airports)  by  relevant  agencies  or  other 
governmental  bodies  through  Transportation  Bond  BUI  or  other  legislative 
initiatives  that  may  be  required  to  implement  an  improved  effective  regional 
transportation  system; 

■  Continue  to  assist  in  the  development  of  a  comprehensive  rail  plan  for  New 
England,  including  the  designation  of  high  rail  corridors; 

■  Continue  to  support  inter-city  rail  planning  through  membership  in  the 
Metropolitan  Planning  Organization  (MPO). 

3.0  Residential  Sound  Insulation 

The  construction  and  operation  of  Runway  14/32  will  significantly  reduce  the  most 
severely  noise-impacted  populations  within  the  70  and  75  dB  DNL  contours  in  East 
Boston,  Winthrop  and  Revere.  This  reduction  results  from  a  distribution  of  flights 
more  consistent  with  the  Preferential  Runway  Advisory  System  (PRAS)  goals. 
However,  the  change  in  distribution  levels  resulting  from  the  availability  of 
Runway  14/32  will  also  increase  the  population  within  the  future  65  dB  DNL 
contours  in  comparison  to  the  No  Action  alternative  and  in  comparison  to  1998 
conditions.  This  increase  will  be  mitigated  by  providing  sound  insulation  to 
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affected  residences  (located  in  Chelsea,  East  Boston  and  South  Boston)  that  fall 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  as  defined  in  the  1999 
29M  Low  Fleet  scenario  (see  Final  EIR,  Table  8.5-1).  The  number  of  dwelling  units 
that  will  be  sound  insulated  are  within  the  new  airport  wide  contours  reflecting  the 
conditions  of  the  29M  Low  Fleet  DNL  contour  and  the  sound  insulation  program 
will  be  structured  to  meet  FAA  funding  requirements.  Relevant  FAA  general 
sound  insulation  program  funding  requirements  do  not  provide  sound  insulation 
benefits  for  buildings  that  do  not  meet  applicable  buUding  codes.  However,  in 
order  to  ensure  that  all  residents  of  buildings  who  would  otherwise  be  eligible  for 
sound  insulation  do  not  lose  eligibility  because  of  building  code  considerations, 
funds  will  be  provided,  through  special  Project  mitigation  commitments  from  the 
FAA,  to  allow  for  building  code  upgrades  to  be  made  on  individual  homes  to  the 
extent  that  building  code  upgrades  are  necessary  to  allow  the  sound  insulation 
work  to  be  completed.  To  further  ensure  that  all  eligible  residences  are  included 
within  the  sound  insulation  program,  the  specific  identity  of  residences  will  be 
determined  based  upon  a  detailed  block-by-block  analysis  to  be  performed  during 
implementation. 

4.0  Tenant  Relocation  Assistance 

As  described  in  the  Draft  EIR  and  Final  EIR,  the  construction  of  Runway  14/32  will 
require  the  demolition  of  existing  Cargo  Building  60  and  Cargo  Building  61.  The 
current  tenant,  pursuant  to  plans  independent  of  the  Airside  Improvement  Project, 
will  vacate  Building  61.  In  connection  with  its  acquisition  of  Building  60  the 
Authority  will  provide  relocation  assistance  to  buUding  tenants  as  required  by 
applicable  provisions  of  the  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  and  Real  Property 
Acquisition  Policies  Act  of  1970,  as  amended.  Part  24  of  49  CFR  and  M.G.L. 
Chapter  79A  and  implementing  regulations.  Relocation  resources  will  be  made 
available  to  aU  eligible  business  relocatees  without  discrimination. 

5.0  Vegetation  and  Wetlands 

AU  construction  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  confined  to  uplemd 
portions  of  the  Logan  airfield.  There  wiU  be  no  loss  of  wetlands  as  a  result  of  the 
implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative.  During  construction,  sediment  and 
erosion  controls  will  be  implemented  vvdthin  the  100-foot  buffer  zone  of  the  coastal 
bank.  AU  areas  disturbed  by  construction  wiU  be  stabilized  with  vegetation  common  to 
the  airfield  once  re-grading  is  completed. 

6.0  Wildlife 

Construction  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  and  the  Taxiway  Delta  extension  wiU  result 
in  the  conversion  of  approximately  37  acres  of  grassland  to  paved  surface,  thereby 
eliminating  this  area  as  habitat  for  the  upland  sandpiper.  In  coordination  with  the 
Massachusetts  Natural  Heritage  and  Endangered  Species  Program  (NHESP),  the 
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Authority  will  develop  a  mitigation  plan  to  address  this  impact  and  that  will 
comprise  the  following  elements: 

■  Alteration  of  existing  airfield  grassland  mowing  procedures  prior  to  the  spring 
arrival  of  the  upland  sandpiper  to  encourage  occupation  of  other  areas  of  the 
airfield  rather  thfm  the  construction  area. 

■  Implementation  of  a  pre-construction  and  an  on-going  pre-mowing  upland 
sandpiper  reconnaissance  program  to  ensure  that  no  individual  birds  remain 
in  the  area. 

■  Off-site  habitat  enhancement. 

Enhancement  of  bird  habitat  at  Logan  is  not  feasible  due  to  the  significant  potential 
of  increased  aviahon  hazards.  As  part  of  the  Conservation  and  Management  Permit 
process  under  the  Massachusetts  Endangered  Species  Act  (MESA),  the  Authority  in 
coordination  with  the  NHESP  will  develop  a  comprehensive  onsite  and  offsite 
mitigation  program  to  provide  a  "net  benefit  to  the  local  population"  of  upland 
sandpipers.  The  offsite  mitigation  is  expected  to  involve  funding  from  the  Authority 
for  a  grassland  restoration /habitat  enhancement  program  at  Camp  Edwards  on 
Cape  Cod.  Under  this  program,  the  Authority  will  provide  funds  to  the 
Massachusetts  National  Guard  (MNG)  for  restoration  of  the  former  upland 
sandpiper  habitat.  A  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  between  the  Authority 
and  MNG  to  ensure  effective  implementation  of  the  program  is  anticipated.  In  the 
event  that  such  a  program  at  Camp  Edwards  is  not  available,  an  appropriate 
alternative  program  acceptable  to  the  NHESP  will  be  developed  and  implemented. 

7.0  Water  Resources 

Construction  of  the  Runway  14/32  and  Taxi  way  components  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  will  result  in  a  slight  increase  (3.8  percent)  in  peak  runoff  to  tidal 
waters.  Peak  discharges  will  be  minimized  through  the  use  of  grassed  swales  and 
infiltration  of  runoff.  No  long-term  impacts  to  water  quality  are  anticipated.  The 
existing  stormwater  drainage  system  wiU  be  reconfigured  slightly  to  accommodate 
runoff  from  the  runway  and  taxiway  improvements.  A  low-flow  water  quality 
treatment  structure  will  be  incorporated  into  the  existing  system  to  handle  the  first 
flush  runoff  from  portions  of  the  airfield,  if  feasible.  Sediment  and  erosion  controls 
will  be  installed  and  maintained  during  all  portions  of  construction  to  minimize 
adverse  impacts.  Constiuction  will  be  phased  to  minimize  the  extent  of  bare  soil  at 
any  one  time.  All  new  runway  and  taxiway  construction  within  areas  subject  to 
DEP's  Stormwater  Management  Policy  wiU  be  consistent  with  applicable  policies 
and  performance  standards. 
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8.0  Soils 

Disposal  of  soils  excavated  for  runway  and  taxiway  construction  wUl  be  completed 
in  compliance  with  the  Massachusetts  Contingency  Plan  (MCP),  310  CMR  40.0000, 
and  will  be  conducted  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  Authority's  Soil 
Management  Plan  developed  for  the  Logan  modernization  projects. 

9.0  General  Construction  Mitigation 

Appropriate  measures  to  enhance  safety  and  mitigate  traffic,  air  quality,  and  noise 
impacts  will  be  incorporated  into  the  contract  documents  and  specifications 
governing  the  activities  of  contractors  and  subcontractors  constructing  all 
construction  elements  of  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

All  construction  activity  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  comply  with 
FAA  Advisory  Circular  150/5370-2C,  Operation  Safety  on  Airports  During 
Construction.  In  addition,  the  Authority  will  utilize  a  number  of  mandatory 
construction  mitigation  procedures  for  all  construction  contractors.  The  Authority 
wiU  employ  a  team  of  on-site  resident  engineers  and  inspectors  to  monitor  all 
constiuction  activities  related  to  the  Preferred  Alternative,  including  the  following 
management  practices: 

■  Full  coordination  with  the  CA/T  Project,  and  with  all  relevant  agencies 
including  the  FAA,  MBTA,  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Authority,  Massachusetts 
DEP,  Massachusetts  Coastal  Zone  Management  (CZM),  Massachusetts  Water 
Resources  Authority  (MWRA),  City  of  Boston,  Boston  Water  and  Sewer 
Commission  (BWSC),  and  utility  companies,  as  appropriate. 

■  Preparation  of  detailed  pre-construction  plans  for  traffic  maintenance, 
construction  specifications  for  contractors,  and  coordinated  scheduling  of  all 
construction  activities  (as  well  as  the  other  measures  noted  in  the  ground 
transportation  sections  above). 

Construction  mitigation  measures  in  a  number  of  categories  are  described  below. 

9.1  Construction  Traffic  Operations 

■  Construction  vehicles  will  be  required  to  use  State  highways  or  Logan 
roadways,  including  the  Ted  Williams  Tunnel,  except  when  seeking  access  to 
local  businesses.  A  clause  to  this  effect  will  be  inserted  in  all  construction 
contracts  relating  to  the  construction  components  of  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

■  Truck  routes  for  Logan  projects  that  minimize  impacts  on  the  local 
communities  will  be  established.  Construction  vehicles  would  be  restricted 
from  using  Neptune  Road,  Maverick  Street,  and  Porter  Street  in  East  Boston. 
Designated  truck  routes  will  be  specified  in  all  construction  contracts. 

■  Construction  employee  parking  spaces  will  not  be  permitted  on  the 
construction  site  nor  will  provisions  be  made  for  them  elsewhere  on-airport 
with  the  exception  of  a  smcdl  number  of  spaces  for  supervisory  personnel.  It  is 
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expected  that  construction  workers  will  access  the  airport  via  public 
transportation  or  via  shuttle  buses  from  off-airport  parking  areas. 

•  PoUce  details  will  be  employed  at  appropriate  locations  on  the  airport  to 
manage  traffic  and  ensure  public  safety. 

9.2  Construction  Air  Quality 

■  The  Authority  will  require  contractors  to  retrofit  their  heavy  construction 
equipment  with  advanced  pollution  control  devices  during  construction  in 
accordance  with  DEP's  Clean  Air  Construction  Initiative.  Contractor-owned 
equipment  such  as  front-end  loaders,  backhoes,  cranes  and  excavators  wiU  be 
retrofitted  with  oxidation  catalysts.  This  device  filters  out  and  breaks  down 
hydrocarbons,  particulate  matter  and  carbon  dioxide  associated  with  diesel 
emissions. 

■  Eharing  the  construction  process  a  regular  program  of  street  sweeping  will 
minimize  dust  from  construction  vehicle  movements  on  airport  roads. 

■  Fugitive  dust  also  will  be  controlled  with  water  spray  as  needed  during 
demolition  and  construction;  no  chemical  soil  stabilizers  will  be  used. 

■  All  trucks  hauling  demolition  materials  and  excavate  from  the  site  will  be 
covered  and  their  wheels  will  be  washed  prior  to  leaving  the  construction  site. 

9.3  Construction  Noise 

General  construction  noise  wiU  be  limited  using  techniques  such  as: 

■  Use  of:  (1)  concrete  crushers  or  pavement  saws  for  building  demolition  or 
similar  construction  activity;  (2)  local  power  grid  to  reduce  the  use  of 
generators,  to  the  extent  practicable  and  feasible. 

■  Attaching  (1)  intake  and  exhaust  mufflers,  shields,  or  shrouds;  (2)  noise- 
deadening  material  to  inside  of  hoppers,  conveyor  transfer  points,  or  chutes. 

■  Maintaining  equipment  to  ensure  peak  performance. 

•  Limiting  (1)  the  numbers  and  duration  of  equipment  idling  on  the  site;  (2)  the 
use  of  annunciators  or  public  address  system;  (3)  the  use  of  air  or  gasoUne- 
driven  hand  tools. 

■  Configuring,  to  the  extent  feasible,  the  construction  site  in  a  manner  that  keeps 
loud  equipment  and  activities  as  far  as  possible  from  noise-sensitive  locations. 

When  construction  is  scheduled  during  the  nighttime  hours  and  near  community 
sensitive  areas  (e.g..  East  Boston  and  Winthrop)  the  following  noise  mitigation 
measures  will  be  employed. 

■  The  use  of  backup  alarms  for  aU  pieces  of  equipment  wiU  be  prohibited,  to  the 
extent  appropriate.  The  Contractor  will  be  required  to  provide  additional 
laborers  to  assure  that  equipment  backup  safely  and  comply  with  OSHA 
regulations. 
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■  Trucks  delivering  bituminous  concrete  or  other  materials  wUl  be  prohibited 
from  slamming  their  tailgates  to  clean  out  truck  beds  after  dumping. 

■  During  paving  operations,  the  contractors  wiU  be  required  to  turn  off  their 
vibratory  compactors  prior  to  exiting  off  the  newly  place  pavement  and  onto 
the  old  existing  pavement. 

Further  noise  control  options  will  be  evaluated  during  the  ongoing  project  design 
to  define  their  effectiveness  and  feasibility.  Appropriate  operational  specifications 
and  performance  standards  wiU  be  incorporated  into  the  construction  contract 
documents. 

10.0  Preferential  Runway  Advisory  System  (PRAS) 
Monitoring  and  Reporting 

The  Authority  will  develop  and  implement  a  PRAS  Monitoring  System  and  wUl 
implement  a  new  distribution  system  for  reports.  The  Massport  Quarterly  Noise 
Reports  will  be  expanded  to  include  a  number  of  new  reports,  and  the  distribution 
list  wiU  be  expanded  to  include  interested  parties,  including  the  Logan  Citizens 
Advisory  Committee.  In  addition,  the  annual  reports  on  runway  utilization,  dwell 
and  persistence  will  also  be  included  as  part  of  the  Environmental  Status  and 
Planning  Report  (ESPR)  (formerly  GEIR)  filings  made  with  the  Executive  Office  of 
Environmental  Affairs.  Over  the  longer-term,  the  Authority  will  work  with  the 
FAA  to  design  additional  reports  that  could  help  enhance  the  attainment  of  PRAS. 

11.0  Peak  Period  Monitoring 

System  and  Exemption  Program 

The  Authority  wiU  establish  and  maintain  a  monitoring  system  that  will;  (i) 
provide  advance  indication  of  when  airline  overscheduling  is  likely  to  become  a 
significant  contributing  factor  to  aircraft  arrival  and  departure  delays  at  Logan, 
and  (ii)  identify  the  portion  of  the  day  during  which  an  overscheduling  condition 
would  likely  occur.  As  initially  conceived,  the  key  components  of  this  system  will 
be  as  follows: 

■  Projections  of  Logan  flight  activity  will  be  developed  on  a  semi-annual  basis. 
These  projections  will  be  prepared  4  to  6  months  in  advance  and  wUl  represent 
estimates  of  flight  levels  by  hour  for  the  upcoming  seasonal  schedule  period. 
Projections  wiU  be  based  on  the  most  recent  activity  levels  of  Logan,  historic 
seasonality  patterns,  and  advance  flight  schedules  submitted  by  air  carriers  to 
the  Official  Airline  Guide  (OAG).  The  projections  wiU  also  reflect  non- 
scheduled  activity  including  charter  and  general  aviation. 

■  Logan's  average  runway  capacity  under  Visual  Flight  Rule  (VFR)  conditions 
will  be  evaluated  as  required. 

■  Delays  due  to  overscheduling  will  be  quantified  though  an  analysis  that 
simulates  the  projected  flight  schedules  against  Logan's  VFR  capacity.  Delays 
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will  be  estimated  by  hour  to  permit  designation  of  a  specific  peak  period  when 
overschedulrng  conditions  are  likely  to  cause  significant  delays. 

When  projected  delays  due  to  air  carrier  overschedulrng  are  estimated  to  reach  or 
exceed  an  average  level  of  15  minutes  per  flight  (which  standard  is  based  on  FAA 
criteria)  over  a  period  of  three  or  more  consecutive  hours  in  a  day,  the  Authority 
will  take  the  following  curative  actions: 

Phase  1:  Voluntary  Schedule  Adjustments.  The  Authority  wUl  meet  individually 
with  air  carriers  that  exhibit  significant  levels  of  flight  activity  during  the  identified 
peak  period.  These  carriers  will  be  informed  that  Peak  Period  Pricing  wiU  be 
invoked  for  the  relevant  period  unless  fUght  schedules  are  reduced  below  key 
threshold  levels.  If  voluntary  schedule  adjustments  occur  at  levels  that  will  avoid 
the  original  overscheduhng  situation,  no  further  action  will  be  necessary. 

Phase  2;  Regulatory  Action.  If  voluntary  schedule  adjustments  do  not  eliminate  the 
overscheduling  situation,  the  Authority  will  take  the  necessary  steps  consistent 
with  applicable  legal  requirements  to  put  into  effect  a  surcharge  applied  to  flights 
arriving  and  dep£U'ting  Logan  during  identified  peak  hours.  A  properly  structured 
exemption  program,  consistent  with  federal  law  requirements,  will  also  be  put  into 
effect.  The  purpose  of  the  exemption  program  is  to  prevent  affected  communities 
from  losing  access  to  the  national  airport  system. 

The  Authority  wUl  continue  to  monitor  flight  schedules  at  Logan  on  a  periodic 
basis  and  make  adjustments  to  the  peak  period  as  warranted  by  future  schedule 
changes.  The  Authority  will  make  adjustments  to  the  monitoring  system  and 
related  action  plan  as  may  be  appropriate  to  address  any  overscheduling  situation 
that  may  arise. 

12.0  Hushkitted  Aircraft 

As  air  carriers  and  cargo  operators  phased  out  their  remaining  Stage  2  aircraft 
(gross  weight  >75,000  pounds)  in  compliance  with  federal  statutory  requirements, 
some  opted  to  retrofit  their  older  Stage  2  aircraft  with  "hushkits",  designed  to 
reduce  noise  levels  to  meet  the  Part  36  Stage  3  noise  limits.  Other  carriers  and 
operators  replaced  their  Stage  2  aircraft  with  new  technology  Stage  3  airplanes.  Air 
carriers  and  cargo  operators  at  Logan  Airport  have  done  both.  Substituting  new 
fuU  Stage  3  aircraft  results  in  more  significant  noise  abatement  benefits. 

The  reduction  in  noise  exposure  that  will  be  experienced  as  fleet  changes  continue 
depends  heavily  on  how  many  hushkitted  aircraft  remain  in  operation  over  the 
next  few  years.  While  not  related  to  Airside  Project  impacts,  the  Authority  will 
continue  to  work  with  air  carriers  to  encourage  the  use  of  full  Stage  3  aircraft  in 
place  of  hushkitted  equipment. 
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British  Airways 

Boston-Logan  International  Airport 
East  Boston,  MA  02128 

Kurt  Walter 

South  End /Cambridge  Representative 
30A  Arlington  Street 
Cambridge,  MA  02140 
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*Richard  Wehby 
West  Roxbury  Representative 
447  Weld  Street 
West  Roxbury,  MA  02132 


*  Larry  Zabar 
New  England  Council 
98  North  Washington  Street 
Boston,  MA  0211 


Massport  Citizen  Advisory  Commit  tee  (CAC) 


*Hank  Botte 
33  Szwaliwoods  Road 
Melrose,  MA  02176 

*Thomas  Connolly 
South  Boston  Representative 
77  Farragut  Road 
South  Boston,  MA  02127 


*Paul  Katzeff 
Hull  Board  of  Selectmen 
Hull,  MA  02045 

*Joseph  McDermott 
15  Rosaria  Street 
Dorchester,  MA  02122 


*Mary  Davis 

Brian  Miller 

9272  Cascade  Street 

109  O  Street 

Detroit,  MI  48204-1714 

South  Boston,  MA  02127 

*  Robert  Fomier 

Elvira  Pixie  Palladino 

111  Ridgewood  Road 

East  Boston  Piers  PAC 

Milton,  MA  02186 

759  Bennington  Street 

East  Boston,  MA  02128 

*Arthur  Hartnett 

262  West  3rd  Street 

*Kathy  Santiano 

South  Boston,  MA  02127 

15  Washington  Square 

Beachmont,  MA  02151 

Blossom  Hoag 

Friends  of  Belle  Isle  Marsh 

*  Allison  Stieber 

177  Webster  Sfreet 

14  Wyatt  Street 

East  Boston,  MA  02128 

Somerville,  MA  02143 

*Joseph  Hubbard 

*Ron  Taylor 

39  Hobart  Avenue 

41  Baldwin  Street 

Braintree,  MA  02184 

Charlestown,  MA  02129 

*Rita  Hurley 

Mona  Thaler 

15  McKane  Street 

22  Cushing  Road 

Dorchester,  MA  02122 

Brookline,  MA  02445 
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Municipalities 


Barnstable 


Community  /  Interest  Groups 

Herbert  Olsen 
Cominission  Chairman 
Cape  Cod  Commission 
3225  Main  Street 
Barnstable,  MA  02630 

Daniel  Dray 
Administrator 

Cape  Cod  Economic  Development  Council 
3225  Main  Street 
Barnstable,  MA  02630 


Christine  Dolen 
Commissioner  Chairman 
Barnstable  County  Commissioners 
3195  Main  Street ' 
Barnstable,  MA  02630 


Boston 


Elected  Officials 

Mayor's  Office 

*  Honorable  Thomas  M.  Menino,  Mayor 
City  of  Boston 
One  City  Hall  Square 
Boston,  MA  02201 

Mr.  Anthony  PetrucelU 

Mayor's  Office  of  Neighborhood  Services, 

Room  708 

1  City  Hall  Square 

Boston,  MA  02201 


*  Maureen  E.  Feeney 
District  Councilor 
Boston  City  Council 
Boston,  City  Hall 
Boston,  MA  02201 

^Michael  F.  Haherty 
District  Councilor 
Boston  City  Council 
Boston  City  Hall 
Boston,  MA  02201 


City  Council 

*  Daniel  F.  Conley 
District  Councilor 
Boston  City  Council 
Boston,  City  HaU 
Boston,  MA  02201 


*Maura  A.  Hennigan 
District  Councilor 
Boston  City  Council 
Boston,  City  Hall 
Boston,  MA  02201 

*  Brian  J.  Honan 
District  Councilor 
Boston  City  Council 
Boston,  City  Hall 
Boston,  MA  02201 


*  Notice  of  Availability  sent  to  reviewer,  along  with  Executive  Summary  for  tfie  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Reviewers  List 


Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 


*  James  M.  Kelly 

*  Michael  Ross 

President 

District  Councilor 

Boston  City  Council 

Boston  City  Council 

Boston,  City  Hall 

Boston,  City  Hail 

Boston,  MA  UzzUl 

Boston,  MA  UZZUl 

*Peggy  Davis-Mullen 

*Paul  J.  Scapicchio 

Councilor- At-Large 

District  Councilor 

Boston  City  Council 

Boston  City  Council 

Boston,  City  Hall 

Boston,  City  Hall 

DOS  ton,  MA  UZZUl 

DOS  ton,  MA  UZZUl 

*Stephen  J.  Murphy 

*Charles  Turner 

Councilor-At-Large 

District  Councilor 

Boston  City  Council 

Boston  City  Council 

Boston,  City  Hall 

Boston,  City  Hall 

Boston,  MA  UzzUl 

Boston,  MA  UZZUl 

*Francis  M.  Roache 

*Charles  C.  Yancey 

Councilor-at-Large 

District  Councilor 

Boston  City  Council 

Boston  City  Council 

Boston,  City  Hall 

Boston,  City  Hall 

Boston,  MA  02201 

Boston,  MA  02201 

Municipal  Agencies 

Boston  Air  Pollution  Control  Commission 

Bryan  Glascock 
Director 

Boston  Air  Pollution  Control  Commission 
One  City  Hall  Square,  Room  805 
Boston,  MA  02210 


Boston  Parks  and  Recreation  Department 

'Justine  M.  Liff 
Commissioner 

Boston  Parks  and  Recreation  Dept. 
1010  Massachusetts  Avenue 
Boston,  MA  02118 


Boston  Conservation  Commission 

Richard  McGuinness 
Executive  Secretary 
Boston  Conservation  Commission 
One  City  Hall  Square,  Room  805 
Boston,  MA  02201 


Boston  Public  Health  Commission 

John  Auerbach 

Executive  Director 

Boston  Public  Health  Commission 

1010  Massachusetts  Avenue 

Boston,  MA  02118 


Boston  Environmental  Department 

Antonia  PoUak 
Director 

Boston  Environmental  Department 
One  City  Hall  Square,  Room  805 
Boston,  MA  02201 


Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

•^Mark  Maloney 
Director 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
One  City  Hall  Square 
Boston,  MA  02201 
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Richard  Mertens 

Director  of  Special  Project  Planning 
Boston  Rede\  elopment  Authority 
One  City  Hall  Square,  Room  959 
Boston,  MA  02201 

Boston  Transportation  Department 

*  Andrea  d'Amato 
Commissioner 

Boston  Transportation  Department 
One  Citv  Hall  Square,  Room  721 
Boston,  MA  02201 

Robert  D'Amico  (ARC) 
Boston  Transportation  Department 
One  City  Hall  Square,  Room  721 
Boston,  MA  02201 


Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Commission 

John  Lopes 
Executive  Director 

Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Commission 
425  Summer  Street 
Boston,  MA  02210-1700 

*Vincent  G.  Mannering 
Executive  Director 

Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Commission 
425  Summer  Street 
Boston,  MA  02210-1700 

City  Clerk's  Office 

*Rosaria  Salerno 
Boston  City  Clerk 
One  City  Hall  Square 
Boston,  MA  02201 


Community/Interest  Groups 

*Vfilerie  Bums 
Director 

Boston  Nat.  Areas  Fund,  Inc. 
59  Temple  Place,  Room  558 
Boston,  MA  02111-1307 


*Jay  McCaffrey 
Executive  Director 
Sierra  Club 

100  Boylston  Street,  Suite  760 
Boston,  MA  02116 


*Peter  Y.  Flynn 
Vice  Chairman 

Neighborhood  Association  of  the  Back  Bay,  Inc. 
337  Newbury  Street 
Boston,  MA  02115-2710 
*  Richard  Kennelly,  Jr. 
Conservation  Law  Foundation 
62  Summer  Street 
Boston,  MA  02116 


*  Peter  Meade 

New  England  Council 

98  North  Washington  Street 

Boston,  MA  02199 
*Mr.  James  Miller 

MetroPlan  Committee  Chair 

Metropolitan  Area  Planning  CouncU 

60  Temple  Place 

Boston,  MA  02111 


*Ms.  Shirley  Kressel,  President 
Alliance  of  Boston  Neighborhoods 
Harriet  Tubman  House 
566  Columbus  Avenue 
Boston,  MA  02118 


*Sandra  C.  Steele,  President 
Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association,  Inc. 
74  Joy  Street 
Boston,  MA  02114 


*Vivien  Li 
Executive  Director 
The  Boston  Harbor  Association 
374  Congress  Street,  Suite  609 
Boston,  MA  02210-1807 
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Bolton 

^  Nancy  W.  Reed 
Director 

Advocates  for  a  Strong  Economy  w/Resp.  Trans. 
(ASERT) 
Randall  Road 
Bolton,  MA  01740 


Cambridge 


Municipal  Agencies 

City  Clerk 

*D.  Margaret  Drury 
City  Clerk 

Office  of  the  City  Clerk 
City  of  Cambridge 

City  Hall  -  795  Massachusetts  Avenue 
Cambridge,  MA  02139 


City  Manager 

*Robert  W.  Healy 
City  Manager 
City  of  Cambridge 
Cambridge,  MA  02139 


Chariestown 


Community/Interest  Groups 

*^Carol  Bratley 
President 

Chariestown  Business  Association 
3  Pleasant  Street  Ct. 
Chariestown,  MA  02129 


•^Ms.  Margaret  Bradley,  President 
Chariestown  Business  Association 
55  Park  Street 
Chariestown,  MA  02129 

^Mr.  Dan  Haska 

c/o  Chariestown  Preservation  Society 
P.O.  Box  201 
Chariestown,  MA  02129 
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Chelsea 


Elected  Officials 


City  Council 

*Mr.  Roy  Avellaneda 
Councilor,  District  7 
500  Broadway 
Chelsea,  MA  021 70 

*Rochelle  M.  Bennett 
Councilor 
7  Boatswains  Way 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 

*Calvin  T.  Brown 
Councilor,  District  7 
500  Broadway 
Chelsea,  Ma'  02150 

*Preston  G.  Galameau  Jr. 
Councilor  District  8 
Chelsea  Cit\'  Council 
City  Hall  -  500  Broadway 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 

*Paul  Nowicki 
Councilor- At-Large 
500  Broadway 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 

Mr.  John  O'Brien 
Councilor  at  Large 
14  Reynolds  Avenue 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 


*  Stephen  Powers 
Councilor,  District  3 
17  Louis  Street 
Chelsea,  MA  02170 

*  Richard  Repici  Jr. 
Councilor,  District  5 
61  Cottage  Street 
Chelsea,  MA  02170 

*  Arthur  J.  Richards 
Councilor,  District  2 
21  Jefferson  Avenue 
Chelsea,  MA  02170 

^Stanley  Troisi 
Councilor,  District  1 
108  Springvale  Avenue 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 

*Mike  McKonnen  Tsegaye 
Councilor,  District  4 
21  County  Road 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 

*Juan  Vega 
Councilor,  District  6 
Chelsea  City  Council 
500  Broadway 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 


Ms.  Marilyn  Portnoy 
Councilor,  District  5 
61  Cottage  Street 
City  Hall  -  500  Broadway 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 
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Municipal  Agencies 

*Jay  Ash,  Director 
City  Manager 
Chelsea  City  Hall 
500  Broadway 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 


City  Clerk 

*  Robert  Bishop 
City  Clerk 
Chelsea  City  Hall 
500  Broadway 
Chelsea,  MA'  02150 


Conservation  Commission 

*^John  Depriest 

Chelsea  Conserv^ation  Commission 
500  Broadway,  Room  101 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 


^Charles  L.  McFarland 
Chairman 

Chelsea  Conservation  Commission 
Chelsea  City  Hall 
500  Broadway 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 


Board  of  Selectmen 

Guy  A.  Santagate 
City  Manager 
Chelsea  City  Hall 
500  Broadway 
Chelsea,  Ma' 02150 


Community/Interest  Groups 

*Jeffrey  Buck 
President 

Chelsea  Waterfront  Association 
12  Medford  St. 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 

*Michael  Falzone,  President 
Chelsea  Rotary 
8  Central  Avenue 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 

*Edward  Marakovitz 
Chelsea  Human  Services  Collaborative 
300  Broadway 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 


*  Bruce  Mauch 
President 

Chelsea  Chamber  of  Commerce 
285  Everett  Avenue 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 

*Waldert  Rivera 
Executive  Director 
Centro  Hispano  de  Chelsea 
248  Broadway 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 

*Gladys  Vega 
Chelsea  Greenspace 

c/o  Chelsea  Human  Services  Collaborative 
300  Broadway 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 
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East  Boston 


Community/Interest  Groups 

•^Lisa  Capagrico 

East  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce 
296  Bennington  Street 
East  Boston,  MA  02128 


*Debra  H.  Cave 
Chairperson 

East  Boston  Healthy  Boston  Coalition 

106  White  Street 

East  Boston,  MA  02128 


*  George  Loring 

Bremen  Street  Park  Site  Committee 
237  Marion  Street 
East  Boston,  MA  02128 

*  Karen  Maddalena,  Chairperson 
Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association 
4  Lamson  Street 

East  Boston,  MA  02128 


AUce  Christopher 
972  Bennington  Street 
East  Boston,  MA  02128 


*Philip  Freehan,  Chairman 
Economic  Development  Council 
East  Boston  Savings  Bank 
10  Meridian  Street 
East  Boston,  MA  02128 

*Dean  Hashimoto 
East  Boston  Neighborhood  Health  Center 
153  Worcester  Road 
Newton,  MA  02158 

*  Roberta  Horn 

65  St.  Andrews  Road 
East  Boston,  MA  02128 

Ida  Lamattina,  President 
Gove  Street  Citizens  Committee 
123  Cottage  Street 
East  Boston,  MA  02128 

*  Albert  D.  Lavoie,  Jr. 
6  Everett  Ct. 

East  Boston,  MA  02128 

*  Robert  Loiacono 

East  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce 
c/o  Welding  &  Engineering  Company 
279  Border  Street 
East  Boston,  MA  02128 


*^ James  ManganeUo 
Executive  Director 

East  Boston  Community  Information  and  Referral 
Center 

237  Marion  Street 
East  Boston,  MA  02128 

David  Migliaccio 
c/o  Sahy  the  Florist 
Eight  Chelsea  Street 
East  Boston,  MA  02128 

*Gail  MiUer 

Chairperson  -  Conservation  Committee 

Friends  of  Belle  Islamd  Marsh 

P.O.  Box  575 

East  Boston,  MA  02128 

•^Clark  Moulaison,  President 
East  Boston  Main  Streets 
c/o  American  Ice  Cream 
226  Sumner  Street 
East  Boston,  MA  02128 

"Peter  Nagle 

Mayor's  Office  of  Neighborhood  Services 
1  City  Hall  Plaza 
Boston,  MA  02201 

"Joseph  Plagenza,  President 
Land  Use  Council 
46  Sfiratoga  Street 
East  Boston,  MA  02128 


*William  Longfield 
201  Webster  Street 
East  Boston,  MA  02128 
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*Jack  Scalcione,  Commander 
East  Boston  Veteran's  Council 
36  Frankfort  Street 
East  Boston,  MA  02128 

*John  Sepulveda 

Latin  American  Planning  &  Development 

c/o  NOAH 

28  Paris  Street 

East  Boston,  MA  02128 

"Robert  F.  Strelitz 

East  Boston  Land  Use  Advisory  CouncU 
1  Brigham  Street  Apt.  2 
Boston,  MA  02128 


Bedford 

*Mark  Siegenthaler 
Selectman,  Town  of  Bedford 
Hanscom  Area  Town  Selectman 
10  Mudge  Way 
Bedford,  MA  01730 


Everett 


Municipal  Agencies 

Mayor's  Office 

*David  Ragucci 
Everett  City  Hall 
484  Broadway 
Everett,  MA  02149 


Hingham 


Municipal  Agencies 

Office  of  the  Board  of  Selectman 

"Michael  P.  Holden 
Office  of  the  Selectmen 
210  Central  Street 
Hingham,  MA  02043-2757 


*  Notice  of  Availability  sent  to  reviewer,  along  with  Executive  Summary  for  the  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


"Vincent  R.  Tino 
95  Faywood  Avenue 
East  Boston,  MA  02128 

"Robert  Verdonk,  President 
East  Boston  Savings  Bank 
10  Meridian  Street 
East  Boston,  MA  02128 
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Hull 


Municipal  Agencies 

Planning  Board 

*David  P.  Carlon 
Chairman 

Town  of  Hull,  Planning  Board 
225  Atlantic  Avenue 
Hull,  MA  02045 


Board  of  Selechnen 

*Regina  Burke 
Hull  Board  of  Selectman 
Hanscom  Area  Town  Selectman 
Atlantic  Avenue 
Hull,  MA  02045 

*Philip  E.  Lemnios 
Town  Manager 

Town  of  Hull,  Board  of  Selectmen 
Municipal  Building 
Hull,  MA  02045 


Lexington 

*Peter  Enrich 
Town  of  Lexington 
Hanscom  Area  Town  Selectman 
Town  Hall 

1625  Massachusetts  Avenue 
Lexington,  MA  02173 


Milton 


Elected  Officials 

Board  of  Selectmen 

*Richard  B.  Neely 
Chairman 
Board  of  Selectmen 
Milton  Town  Hall 
525  Canton  Avenue 
Milton,  MA  02186 


Municipal  Agencies 


Town  Clerk 

*James  G.  Mullen,  Jr. 
Town  Clerk 
Milton  Town  Hall 
525  Canton  Avenue 
Milton,  MA  02186 


•^Kimberly  I.  McCarthy 
Town  of  Milton  Airport  Noise  Committee 
c/o  Murphy,  Hesse,  Toomey  &  Lehane 
300  Crown  Colony  Drive,  Suite  410 
Quincy,MA  02269-9126 
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Nantucket 


Elected  Officials 

Board  of  Selectmen 

*  Arthur  L.  Desrocher 
Chairman 

Town  and  County  of  Nantucket 

Board  of  Selectmen  -  County  Commissioners 

Town  &  Country  Building 

16  Broad  Street 

Nantucket,  MA  02554 


Community/Interest  Groups 

*Maia  Gaillard 
Executive  Director 

Nantucket  Island  Chamber  of  Commerce 

48  Main  Street 

Nantucket,  MA  02554-3595 


Orleans 


Elected  Officials 

Board  of  Selectmen 

*  Beverly  G.  Singleton 
Chairman 

Town  of  Orleans  -  Board  of  Selectmen 
19  School  Road 
Orleans,  MA  02653-3699 


Provincetown 


Municipal  Agencies 

Board  of  Selectmen 

*Keith  A.  Bergman 
Town  Manager 
Town  of  Provincetown 
Town  Hall  -  260  Commercial  Street 
Provincetown,  MA  02657 
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City  of  Quincy 


Elected  Officials 


*  James  A.  Sheets 
Mayor 

Quincy  City  Hall 
1305  Hancock  Street 
Quincy,  MA  02169 


City  Council 

*City  Coixncilor  and  State  Representative 
City  Council 
Quincy  City  HaU 
1305  Hancock  Street 
Quincy,  MA  02169 


*  Peter  Kolson 
President 
City  Council 
Quincy  City  HaU 
1305  Hancock  Street 
Quincy,  MA  02169 


Municipal  Agencies 

City  Clerk 

*Joseph  Shea 
City  Clerk 
Quincy  City  HaU 
1305  Hancock  Street 
Quincy,  MA  02169 


Revere 


Elected  Officials 

Mayor 

*RobertJ.  Hass,  Jr. 
Mayor 

Revere  City  HaU 
281  Broadway 
Revere,  MA  02151 

City  Council 

*CouncUor  Thomas  Ambrosino 
Revere  City  CouncU 
Revere  City  HaU 
281  Broadway 
Revere,  MA  02151 


*CouncUor  Paul  BuonfigUo 
City  Coimcilor 
70B  MUano  Avenue 
Revere,  MA  02151 

*CouncUor  George  M.  ColeUa 
Revere  City  CouncU 
Revere  City  HaU 
281  Broadway 
Revere,  MA  02151 

*Councilor  Joseph  A.  Delgrosso 
City  Councilor 
813  Broadway 
Revere,  MA  02151 
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*Councilor  Al  Fiore 
City  Councilor 
72  Pearl  Avenue 
Revere,  MA  02151 

*Councilor  Donald  H.  Goodwin 
City  Councilor 
350  Beach  Street 
Revere,  MA  02151 

^Councilor  Arthur  F.  Guinasso 
City  Councilor 
2  Martin  Street 
Revere,  MA  02151 

*Councilor  Richard  Penta 
City  Councilor 
140  Crest  Avenue 
Revere,  MA  02151 


*John  Perez 
City  Councilor 
2  Ocean  Avenue 
Revere,  MA  02151 

*Councilor  Denise  Salemi 
Revere  City  Council 
Revere  City  Hall 
281  Broadway 
Revere,  MA  02151 

*Councilor  Leonard  Semenza 
Revere  City  Council 
Revere  City  Hall 
281  Broadway 
Revere,  MA  02151 


Municipal  Agencies 

City  Clerk 

*John  Henry 
City  Clerk 
Revere  City  Hall 
281  Broadway 
Revere,  MA  02151 


Planning  and  Community  Development 
Department 

*  Frank  Stringi 

Revere  Pl^mning  Department 
281  Broadway 
Revere,  MA  02151 


Community/Interest  Groups 


*Mr.  John  Addonizio 
Board  Director 

Revere  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Fleet  National  Bank 
330  Broadway 
Revere,  MA  02151 

*Mr.  Laurel  Cifuni 

Franklin  Park  Improvement  Association 
32  Maple  Street 
Revere,  MA  02151 

*Mr.  Andy  DiPeitro 

c/o  Community  Planning  and  Development 
281  Broadway 
Revere,  MA  02151 


*  James  Furlong 
Roughans  Point  Association 
c/o  12  Pierview  Street 
Revere,  MA  02151 

*  Elaine  Hurley 

Pines  Riverside  Association 
c/o  21  River  Avenue 
Revere,  MA  02151 

*  Joseph  James 

Friends  of  Rumney  Marsh 
10  Rice  Avenue 
Revere,  MA  02151 
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*  Michael  Kelleher 
Revere  Beach  Association 
681  Revere  Beach  Boulevard 
Revere,  MA  02151 


•^Ben  Leone,  President 
Beachmont  Neighborhood  AssociaHon 
96  Bellingham  Avenue 
Revere,  MA  02151 


*  Sheldon  Kovitz,  President 
Point  of  Pines  Beach  Association 
c/o  53  Delano  Avenue 
Revere,  MA  02151 

*Rose  LaQuaglia 
Oak  Island  Civic  Association 
5  Oak  Island  Road 
Revere,  MA  02151 


*  Laura  Leone,  Executive  Director 
Revere  Chamber  of  Commerce 
96  Bellingham  Avenue 
Revere,  MA  02151 

*John  J.  Verrengia 
CPCA,  PC 

President,  Revere  Chamber  of  Commerce 
385  Broadway 
Revere,  MA  02151 


Somerville 


Elected  Officials 

Mayor 

^Dorothy  KeUy  Gay 
Mayor 

Somer\'ille  City  Hall 
93  Highland  Avenue 
Somerville,  MA  02143 


City  Clerk 

^Arthur  B.  McCue 
City  Clerk 
City  Clerk's  Office 
Somer\'ille  Cit\'  Hall 
93  Highland  Avenue 
Somerville,  MA  02143 


Committee  on  Housing  and  Community 
Development 

'WilUam  A.  White,  Jr. 

Chairman  -  Committee  of  Housing  &  Community 
Development 

City  of  Somerville  -  Board  of  Alderman 
16  Browning  Road 
Somerville,  MA  02145 
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South  Boston 


Community/Interest  Groups 

*  Kathleen  Kermeally 
President 

South  Boston  Residents'  Group,  Inc. 
588  East  Third  Street 
South  Boston,  MA  02127 

*  Edward  Wallace 
Dorchester  Heights  Association 
56  Thomas  Park 

South  Boston,  MA  02127 

*Lily  Berry 

Director,  West  Broadway  Task  Force 
81  Orton  Marotta  Way,  #1076 
South  Boston,  MA  02127 
*Mr.  John  Ciccone 
Director  of  Information 
South  Boston  Informahon  Center 
655  East  Broadway  St. 
South  Boston,  MA  02127 

*Lucky  Devlin 

South  Boston  Environmental  &  Health  Coalition 
718  East  Second  Street 
South  Boston,  MA  02127 

*Fr.  James  M.  DiPerri 
Founder 

Committee  for  Relief  from  Airport  Noise 
73  Farragut  Road 
South  Boston,  MA  02127 


*Timothy  Hayes,  Chair 
"M"  Street  Park  Association 
23  "M"  Street 
South  Boston,  MA  02127 

*The  Seaport  Alliance  for  a  Neighborhood  Design 
c/o  Steve  HolUnger 
50  Melcher  Street 
Boston,  MA  02210 

*Michael  O'Dwyer 
President 

South  Boston  Citizens'  Association 
P.O.  Box  74 

South  Boston,  MA  02127 
*Mr.  Kenneth  Sinkiewicz 

Chairman,  South  Boston  Waterfront  Committee 

911  Broadway 

South  Boston,  MA  02127 

*South  Boston  Environmental  Health  Watch 
c/o  South  Boston  Public  Health  Inihative 
409  West  Broadway 
South  Boston,  MA  02127 

*Mr.  William  Spain 
President 

Castle  Island  Assoc. 
1514  Columbia  Road 
South  Boston,  MA  02127 


Linda  Doran,  President 
Andrew  Square  Civic  Association 
9  Leed  Street 
South  Boston,  MA  02127 


*  Gerald  Vierbickas 
President 

South  Boston  Public  Action  Committee 
1720  Columbia  Road 
South  Boston,  MA  02127 
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Squantum 


Community/Interest  Groups 

*  Frank  Buckley 
President 

Squantum  Community  Association 
136  Standish  Road 
Squantum,  MA  02171 


Winthrop 


Elected  Officials 

Board  of  Selectmen 

*Robert  V.  DriscoU,  Jr.  (ARC) 
Chairman 
Board  of  Selectman 
Winthrop  Town  Hall 
One  MetcaLf  Square 
Winthrop,  MA  02152 

*  Matthew  D.  Lanza  (ARC) 
Board  of  Selectman 
Winthrop  Town  Hall 
One  MetcaLf  Square 
Winthrop,  MA  02152 


*  Gerald  Ogus 
Board  of  Selectmen 
Winthrop  Town  Hall 
One  Metcalf  Square 
Winthrop,  MA  02152 


Municipal  Agencies 

Airport  Hazards  Commission 

*Richard  Bangs 

Town  of  Winthrop  Noise,  Air  Pollution,  and 
Airport  Hazards  Corimiittee 
154  Woodside  Avenue 
Winthrop,  MA  02152 

*  Arthur  Flav^in,  Sr. 

Town  of  Winthrop  Noise,  Air  Pollution,  and 
Airport  Hazards  Committee 
Wintrop,  MA  02152 


Planning  Board 

*Joseph  Borane 
Planning  Board  Member 
Town  of  Winthrop 
22  Central  Street 
Winthrop,  MA  02152 

*  Edward  Bomarsi 
Winthrop  Planning  Board 
Winthrop  Town  Hall 
One  Metcalf  Square 
Winthrop,  MA  02152 
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*Joseph  Dow 
Town  of  Winthrop 
Planning  Board  Member 
31  Beal  Street 
Winthrop,  MA  02152 

*Mary  McGrall 
Town  of  Winthrop 
Planning  Board  Member 
186  Bartlett  Road 
Winthrop,  MA  02152 

*Davis  Proctor,  Jr. 
Town  of  Winthrop 
Planning  Board  Member 
100  Grovers  Avenue 
Winthrop,  MA  02152 

*David  Schonback 
Town  of  Winthrop 
Planning  Board  Member 
39  Waldemar  Avenue 
Winthrop,  MA  02152 


Conservation  Commission 

^Mary  Kelley 
Chairperson 

Winthrop  Conservation  Commission 
Winthrop  Town  HaU 
One  Metcalf  Square 
Winthrop,  MA  02152 


Office  of  the  Board  of  Selectmen 

•^Virginia  Wilder 
Executive  Secretary 
Board  of  Selectmen 
Winthrop  Town  Hall 
Winthrop,  MA  02152 


Chamber  of  Commerce 


Winthrop  Chamber  of  Commerce 
207  Hagman  Road 
Winthrop,  MA  02152-0005 


Noise,  Air  Pollution  and  Airport  Hazards 
Commission 

*Jerome  Falbo 

Town  of  Winthrop  Noise,  Air  Pollution  and 
Airport  Hazards  Comm. 
80  Jefferson  Street 
Winthrop,  MA  02152 


Community/Interest  Groups 

*Richard  D.  Dimes 
Winthrop  Hazards  Committee 
105  Johnson  Avenue 
Winthrop,  MA  02152 

^Caroline  Fisichella 
Winthrop  Concerned  Citizens'  Comm. 
99  Johnson  Avenue 
Winthrop,  MA  02152 


•^Conal  Foley,  President 
Friends  of  Belle  Isle  Marsh 
97  Lowell  Road 
Winthrop,  MA  02152 


*  Notice  of  Availability  sent  to  reviewer,  along  with  Executive  Summary  for  tfie  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Reviewers  List 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 


Other  Interested  Parties 


Billerica 


*  Wendy  Peters 
Travel  Manager 


PRI  Automation 

805  Middlesex  Turnpike 

Billerica,  MA  01821-3986 


Boston 


*Steve  Boudreau 
Vollmer  Associates 
38  Chauncy  Street,  3"^  Roor 
Boston,  MA  02111 

*EUzabeth  S.  Boveroux 
President 

ELLIS  Neighborhood  Association,  Inc. 
55  Appleton  Street  Apt.  1 
Boston,  MA  02116 

*Kenneth  P.  Brier 

Sherburne,  Powers,  Holland  &  Knight  LLP 
One  Beacon  Street 
Boston,  MA  02108 

*Stephen  H.  Burrington 
General  Counsel 
Conservation  Law  Foundation 
62  Summer  Street 
Boston,  MA  02110-1016 

*Mr.  Mark  R.  Cestari 
President 

New  England  USA 
52  Eliot  Street 
Boston,  MA  02116 

*Mr.  S.  James  Coppersmith 
Chairman,  Board  of  Trustees 
Emerson  College 
100  Beacon  Street 
Boston,  MA  02116-1596 


*  Nader  F.  Darehshori 
Chairman 

Massachusetts  Business  Roundtable 
250  Boylston  Street 
Boston,  MA  02116 

*Mr.  John  F.  Deacon 
Transportation  Chair 
Sierra  Club 

Greater  Boston  Group 
3  Joy  Street 
Boston,  MA  02108 

Mr.  Sean  Donohue 
City  Manager 
United  Airlines 

61  Harborside  Drive 
East  Boston,  MA  02128 

*Mr.  Ed  Eskandariah 
Arnold  For  tuna  Lawner  &  Cabot,  Inc. 
101  Arch  Street 
Boston,  MA  02110 

*Shawn  P.  Ford 

V.P.  International  &  Domestic  Sales 
Old  Town  Trolley  Tours 
52  Eliot  Street 
Boston,  MA  02116 

Douglas  Foy 
Executive  Director 
Conservation  Law  Foundation 

62  Sunruner  Street 
Boston,  MA  02110 
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*David  Gibbons 
General  Manager 
Swissotel 

One  Avenue  de  Lafayette 
Boston,  MA  02111 


Patrick  B.  Moscaritolo 

President  ctnd  CEO 

Boston  Convention  &  Visitors  Bureau 

Two  Copley  Place,  Suite  105 

Boston,  MA  02116-6501 


*K.  Dun  Gifford,  President 
Comm.  for  Regional  Transportation 
15  Hilliard 

Cambridge,  MA  02138 

*John  W.  Gillespie 
Managing  Director 
Bear,  Stearns  &  Co.  Inc. 
One  Federal  Street 
Boston,  MA  02110 

*Neal  Click 
Craighead /Click  LLP 
227  Dartmouth  Street,  3"^  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02116 

*Michael  J.  Haroz 
Goulston  &  Storrs 
400  Atlantic  Avenue 
Boston,  MA  02110-3333 

*Gary  T.  Klencheski 
President  and  CEO 
Fitcorp 

800  Boylston  Street 
Prudential  Center  Suite  2475 
Boston,  MA  02199 

Peter  L.  Koff 

McGowan,  Engel,  Tucker  Garrett  &  Schultz 
125  High  Street,  Suite  2601 
Boston,  MA  02110 


*Bill  Munck 
General  Manager 
Boston  Marriott  Copley  Place 
110  Huntington  Avenue 
Boston,  MA  02116 

*Joseph  W.  Nigro,  Jr. 
General  Agent /Secretary 

Building  and  Construction  Trades  Covmcil  of  the 

Metropolitan  District 

645  Morrissey  Blvd.,  Suite  2 

Boston,  MA  02122-3520 

*Mr.  Francois  L.  Nivaud 
Managing  Director 
Boston  Harbor  Hotel 
70  Rowes  Wharf 
Boston,  MA  02110 

*Mr.  Kevin  Phelan 
Chairman 

Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce 
One  Beacon  Street 
Boston,  MA  02108 

*Mr.  Don  Reed 
President 

NYNEX 

185  Franklin  Street 
18th  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02110 


■"Mr.  Thomas  J.  May 
President  and  Chief  Executive  Officer 
Boston  Edison 
800  Bolyston  Street 
Boston,  MA  02199 

^Ray  Molinaro 

President,  Greater  Boston  Chamber  Member 
Back  Bay  Photo  Imaging 
800  Boylston  Sh-eet 
Boston,  MA  02199 


•■Rob  Sargent 
Legislative  Director 
MASSPIRG 
29  Temple  Place 
Boston,  MA  02111-1350 


^Mr.  Gary  L.  Saunders 
Chairman  &  Chief  Executive  Officer 
Saunders  Hotel  Group 
64  Arlington  Street 
Boston,  MA  02116-3912 
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^BUl  Skoglund 
General  Manager 


Boston  Marriott  Copley  Place 
110  Huntington  Avenue 
Boston,  MA  02116 


*Terr\^  Wordon 
Genered  Manager 
Boston  Marriott  Long  Wharf 
296  State  Street 
Boston,  MA  02108 

*Mr.  Arthur  O.  Stem 
Executive  Vice  President 
The  Colonial  Group,  Inc. 
One  Financial  Center 
Boston,  MA  02111 

*Wally  Stevens 
President 

Slade  Gorton  &  Co.,  Inc. 
225  Southampton  Street 
Boston,  MA  02118-2715 

*Jodi  Sugarman 
Save  the  Harbor  Save  the  Bay 
25  West  Street,  4th  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02111 


*Charles  K.  Tufts 
Tufts  Associats 

1208  VFW  Parkway  -  Suite  300 
Boston,  MA  02132 

*Mr.  William  C.  Van  Fassen 
President  and  Chief  Executive  Officer 
BlueCross  BlueShield  of  Massachusetts 
100  Summer  Street 
Boston,  MA  02110-2190 

*  David  C.  Weinstern 

Chief  of  Administration  and  Gov't.  Affairs 

Fidelity  Investments 

82  Devonshire  Street  -  F5A 

Boston,  MA  02109-3614 

*Mr.  Jon  Westling 
Boston  University 
145  Bay  State  Road 
Boston,  MA  02215 

*Mr.  David  M.  ZioLkowski 
Regional  Vice  President 
Hudson  Aviation  Services,  Inc. 
100  Cambridge  Street  -  20th  Hoor 
Boston,  MA  02202 


Cambridge 


■^Claire  Barrett 
Claire  Barrett  &  Associates 
700  Massachusetts  Avenue 
Cambridge,  MA  02139 

*^Tom  Connery 
Roseland  Property  Co. 
125  Cambridge  Park  Drive 
Cambridge,  MA  02140 

*Mr.  John  Gorm^m,  President 
Opinion  Dynamics  Corporation 
1030  Massachusetts  Avenue 
Cambridge,  MA  02138-5335 


*Mr.  Jeff  Miller 
General  Manager 
Boston  Marriott-  Cambridge 
Two  Cambridge  Center 
Cambridge,  MA  02142 

*John  T.  O'Connor 
President 

c/o  Green  Works,  Inc. 
160  Second  Street 
Cambridge,  MA  02142 

*Michael  A.  Sandman 
Sr.  Vice  President 
Fuld  &  Company  Inc. 
126  Charles  Street  -  Suite  2 
Cambridge,  MA  02141-2130 
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Charlestown 

*  Arthur  Krolman,  CFA,  President 
Krolman  Corporation 
65  Elm  Street 

Charlestown,  MA  02129-2438 


*Mark  Szretto,  Chairperson 
Commission  of  Hispanic  Affairs 
187  Winnismmett  Street 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 


Chestnut  Hill 

*Mr.  Fred  Treseler 
President 
TRACS,  INC. 
79  Manet  Road 
Chestnut  HiU,  MA  02167 


Chelsea 

*AUen  Alpert 
Rotary  Board 
Square  Cab  Co. 
P.O.  Box  505214 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 


Concord 

*Chester  G.  Atkins 
E>irector 

ADS  Ventures,  Inc. 
1540  Monument  Street 
Concord,  MA  01742-5303 


*Gary  Clayton 
57  Hill  Street 
Concord,  MA  01742 


Cummaquld 

*  Frank  Gibson 

New  England's  Economy  Depends  on  Logan 
Harbor  Point  Rd. 
Cummaquid,  MA  02637 


East  Boston 

*Lucy  FeruUo  *Patty  Sartori,  President 

23  Haynes  Street  East  Boston  Health  Center,  Board  of  Directors 

East  Boston,  MA  02128  228  Webster  Street 

East  Boston,  MA  02128 
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Gardner 

*  Michael  F.  Ellis 
President  and  CEO 

Greater  Gardner  Chamber  of  Commerce 
210  Main  Street 
Gardner,  MA  01440 


Hyannis 

Daniel  A.  Wolf 
President 

Cape  Air /Nantucket  Airlines 

Barnstable  Municipal  Airport  -  North  Ramp 

Hvannis,  MA  02601 


*Charles  Carrera 
Cape  Air /Nantucket  Airlines 
Barnstable  Municipal  Airport  -  North  Ramp 
Hyannis,  MA  02601 


Jamaica  Plain 

*  Martha 
President 

The  Franklin  Park  Coalition 

P.O.  Box  2333 

Jamaica  Plain,  MA  02130 


Lincoln 

"E.  Heidi  Roddis 
Environmental  Policy  Specialist 
Massachusetts  Audubon  Society 
208  South  Great  Road 
Lincoln,  MA  01773 


*Sara  Mattes 

Selectman,  Town  of  Lincoln 
Himscom  Area  Town  Selectman 
10  Meadow  Dam  Road 
Todd  Pond 
Lincoln,  MA  01773 


Maiden 

*Louis  A.  Mandarini  Jr. 
Business  Manager 

Construction  and  General  Laborers'  Union  Local  22 
280  Medford  Street 
Maiden,  MA  02148 
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Newton 

*David  I.  Begelfer  *Paul  V.  Puzzanghero 
Executive  Director  General  Manager 

NAIOP  Boston  Marriott  Newton 

2150  Washington  Street  -  Suite  200  Commonwealth  Avenue  at  Route  128  and  the 

Newton,  MA  02462  Massachusetts  Turnpike 

Newton,  MA  02466 


Peabody 

*Terry  Worden 
General  Manager 
Peabody  Marriott 
8A  Centennial  Drive 
Peabody,  MA  01960 


Provincetown 

*Gary  Reinhardt 
President 

Provincetown  Business  Guild 
29  Tremont  St. 
Provincetovm,  MA  02657 


Rosindale 

*  William  P.  Ryan 
Business  Manager 

Int'l.  Union  of  Operating  Engineers  -  Local  4 
120  Mount  Hope  Street 
Roslindale,  MA  02131 


South  Boston 

*Mona  Connolly 

South  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce 
485  East  Broadway 
South  Boston,  MA  02127 

*  Robert  Costello 
Chairman,  St.  Vincents'  Assoc. 
211  West  Third  Street 
South  Boston,  MA  02127 


*  Mary  arm  Crush 

Chair,  South  Boston  Betterment  Trust 
917  East  Broadway 
South  Boston,  MA  02127 

*Ms.  Rosemary  Powers 
South  Boston  Main  Streets  Inc. 
463  W.  Broadway 
South  Boston,  MA  02127 
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*Wmiam  Stoddard 

Executive  Director,  South  Boston  PAL 
60  Bolton  St. 

South  Boston,  MA  02127 


*Paul  V.  Walsh 
Secretary-Treasurer 
Principal  Executive  Officer 
Excavating  &  Building  Material  Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs  &  Helpers 
Local  Union  379 
29  Farragut  Road 
South  Boston,  MA  02127 


Waltham 

*Howard  P.  Foley 
President 

Massachusetts  High  Technology  Council 
1601  Trapelo  Road 
Waltham,  MA  02154 


Winthrop 

*  William  Hayes 
Vice  President 
North  Shore  Rec.  Center 
40  River  Road 
Winthrop,  MA  02152 

*Tony  Marmo 
President 

North  Shore  Recreation  Center 
40  River  Road 
Winthrop,  MA  01252 


*  Mr.  Thomas  J.  McCarthy 
McCarthy,  Allegretto  &  McCarthy 
Attorneys  at  Law 
80  Jefferson  Street 
Winthrop,  MA  02152 


Woburn 


*■  Joseph  M.  Quilty 
President 

Iron  Workers  District  Council  of  New  England 
444  Washington  Street 
Woburn,  MA  01801 


'Mr.  Robert  K.  Sheridan 
President 

The  Savings  Bank  Life  Insurance 
One  Linscott  Road 
Woburn,  MA  01888 


Other  U  S  Cities 

*Ross  B.  Capon 

National  Association  of  Railroad  Passengers 
900  Second  Sfa-eet,  N.E.  -  Suite  308 
Washington,  DC  20002-3557 


*  Dennis  Roberts 

Vice  President,  Technical  Director 
Government  and  Technical  Affairs 
Aircraft  Owners  and  Pilots  Association 
421  Aviation  Way 
Frederick,  MD  21701-4798 
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*Williain  E.  Gehman 
Chairman 

National  Association  of  State  Aviation  ERS 
Officials 

8401  Colesville  Road  -  Suite  505 
Silver  Spring,  MD  20910-3349 

Jim  Muldoon 

1105  Rivervdew  Drive 

Brielle,NJ  08730 

*Scott  Durgin 
Business  Express  Airlines,  Inc. 
14  Aviation  Avenue 
Portsmouth,  NH  03801-2833 


*Tim  Snow 
Continental  Airlines 
1600  Smith  Street 
Houston,  TX  77002 

*Leah  Raney 
Continental  Airlines 
1600  Smith  Street 
Houston,  TX  77002 

*Robert  A.  Hazel 

Vice  President,  Properties  and  Facilities 
US  Airways 
2345  Crystal  Drive 
Arlington,  VA  22227 


Organizations  and  Companies 

*John  Allen 

Boston  Area  Bicycle  Coalition 
Seven  University  Park 
Waltham,  MA  02154 

*  Barry  Andelman 
President 

Association  for  Public  Transportaiton,  Inc. 
P.O.  Box  1029 
Boston,  M  02205 

*John  E.  Drew 
President 

World  Trade  Center 
Boston,  MA  02210 

*Scott  Durgin 
Business  Exp.  Airlines 
14  Aviation  Avenue 
Portsmouth,  NH  03801 

*John  Gould 
President  and  CEO 

Associated  Industries  of  Massachusetts 
222  Berkeley  Street 
Boston,  MA  02117-0763 


*  Donald  Maclver 

Massachusetts  Association  of  Cons.  Comm. 
10  Juniper  Road 
Belmont,  MA  02178 

*  Peter  Nagle 
Revere  Journal 
327  Broadway 
Revere,  MA  02151 

*Mike  Cantalupa 
Boston  Properties 
Eight  Arlington  Street 
Boston,  MA  02116 

*  Richard  K.  Domas 

Hoyle,  Tanner  &  Associates,  Inc. 
45  Bromfield  Street,  10*  Hoor 
Boston,  MA  02108 

*Patricia  Todisco 
Greenspace  Alliance 
Executive  Director 
36  Bromfield  Street,  Room  201 
Boston,  MA  02108 
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Private  Citizens 


Boston 

Ehiane  Andrews,  RN 
85  Appleton  Street 
Boston,  MA  02116 
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